
 

  

 
 
Report on local food demand in the 
Edmonton Region 

 
 

Alberta Agriculture and Forestry  
 

January 2016 
 

 
 
 



408 Lessard Drive   Edmonton   Alberta   Canada   T6M 1A7   Telephone: (780) 487-3682   Fax: (780) 484-9813   emarkus@infactresearch.com 

INFORMATION      PLANNING      EVALUATION 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Report on local food demand in the 
Edmonton Region 
 
 
 
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry 
 
January 2016

 

mailto:emarkus@infactresearch.com


 

 

Acknowledgements 
 
 
Funding 
Initiated by Alberta Agriculture and Forestry, funding for this project was provided through Growing 
Forward 2, a federal-provincial-territorial initiative. The views and opinions expressed in this report 
are not necessarily those of Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada or Alberta Agriculture and Forestry. 
 
 
Steering Committee 
Thanks are extended to the following Agriculture and Forestry Research Team members for their 
contributions to the development and review of the study: 
 
Mimi Lee 
Karen Goad 
Eileen Kotowich 
Ava Duering  
Humaira Irshad 
Melisa Zapisocky 
 
 
Author 
The study was conducted by Infact Research and Consulting Inc. 
 
408 Lessard Drive, Edmonton, Alberta  T6M 1A7 
Telephone: 780.487.3682   Fax: 780.484.9813   e-mail: emarkus@infactresearch.com 
 
 
Contact 
For further information contact: 
 
Mimi Lee 
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry 
Telephone: 780.968.3552   e-mail: Mimi.Lee@gov.ab.ca 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Cover photo credits L to R: City of Edmonton; Maksim Shebeko | Fotolia; Peter Carroll | Alamy;  
Peter Carroll | Alamy; Destination Canada.

mailto:emarkus@infactresearch.com
mailto:Mimi.Lee@gov.ab.ca


 

 i.

Executive summary 
INTRODUCTION 

This is the second study of regional demand for local food conducted in Alberta. It focused on 
Census District 11, termed the Edmonton Region, which includes the City of Edmonton and 
surrounding areas of Sherwood Park, St. Albert, Spruce Grove, Leduc, Stony Plain, Fort 
Saskatchewan, Brazeau County, Leduc County, Parkland County, Strathcona County, Sturgeon 
County, Wetaskiwin County, Indian Reserves and cities, towns, villages and hamlets in these 
counties. 
 
A quantitative online panel survey was completed by 1,000 food purchasers aged 18 years and 
older who were resident in the Edmonton Region. The sample was quota controlled and weighted 
by age and place of residence. 
 
The 15 food market channels named below were described in detail to respondents. Each Direct to 
Intermediated (D2I) and Direct to Consumer (D2C) channel was the subject of in-depth 
questioning, while the Direct to Mainstream (D2M) channels completed the local food shopping 
picture. 
 
D2M  
Drugstore  
Supermarket  
Convenience store  
Club store  
Mass merchandiser  

D2I  
Restaurant or other eating establishment 
Health food, organic or natural food store 
Ethnic grocery store 
Specialty store 
Small grocery store 

D2C  
Farmers' market  
Directly from a farm or ranch 
Online-only supplier 
CSA or farm box program 
Buying club 

 

CHANNEL AWARENESS AND FAMILIARITY 

Complete or close to saturation levels of market awareness were found for all D2M channels, for 
farmers' markets, restaurants or other eating establishments and ethnic grocery stores (90% to 
100% recognition). On a scale ranging from “know a lot” to “know nothing, have only heard of 
them,” respondents proved to be much more familiar with restaurants or other eating 
establishments (where most claimed to know “a lot” or “something” about them) than with farmers' 
markets or ethnic grocery stores, where the majority knew “something” or “a little” about them. 
 
Next highest in awareness were the remaining D2I channels, achieving 80% to 89% recognition. 
Familiarity with these channels was considerably lower than for restaurants or other eating 
establishments. Know “a little” and “something” were the predominant responses, in that order. 
 
Among the remaining D2C channels, farm retail (directly purchased from a farm or ranch) was best 
known with 50% awareness. Fewer than 25% were aware of the other D2C channels. Familiarity 
was limited for all these channels, with very few respondents claiming to know “a lot” about them. 
 



 

  ii. 

LOCAL FOOD SHOPPING CHANNELS 

For the purpose of this study local food was defined as “food grown or made in Alberta.”  
 
In the past 12 months the most popular local food supply channels were supermarkets (86% of all 
respondents), farmers' markets (68%) and restaurants or other eating establishments (62%).  
 
Most notable was the higher certainty of farmers' market purchasers compared to the other leading 
channels; four-out-of-five were quite sure they had bought local food there, compared to two-
thirds of supermarket and half the restaurant purchasers (the balance “assumed” they had). The 
results speak to the ease of identifying local origin through various market channels. 
 
Origin was somewhat less well understood in the remaining D2M channels – mass merchandisers, 
club, convenience and drug stores – than in supermarkets, suggesting that recent supermarket 
efforts at origin identification have had some effect in reducing uncertainty. Among the D2I 
channels, only specialty store customers showed higher certainty about food origin (over two-
thirds). The others – health food, organic or natural food stores, ethnic grocery stores and small 
grocery stores – were much the same as mainstream stores. 
 
Although used by only a small proportion of respondents, buyers of local food at the other D2C 
channels – farm retail, online-only suppliers, CSA or farm box programs and buying clubs – were as 
certain about its origin as farmers' market purchasers. 
 
On average, respondents used 5.2 channels to purchase local food in the past 12 months; 2.9 of 
these were D2C or D2I channels. 
 

GROWTH POTENTIAL 

Future intentions for purchasing local food at the D2I and D2C outlets were assessed in various 
ways depending on whether or not the respondent already purchased local food through the 
channel or had just heard of the channel. 
 
In combination, these results indicated that farmers' markets had the strongest growth opportunity 
in the near future, provided mostly by existing customers buying more local food, supplemented by 
existing customers who did not buy local food there in the past 12 months. 
 
Above average levels of growth in local food purchases for specialty stores and farm retail may also 
be expected from their current customer base and from converting existing shoppers to local food 
buyers. New customers are most likely to be gained by D2C channels other than farmers' markets 
once channel awareness has been achieved.  
 



 

  iii. 

LOCAL FOODS PURCHASED AND WANTED 

The 95% of respondents who bought local food described, on an unaided basis, 
the types of local foods they had purchased most often in the past 12 months. 
The top ten items are shown alongside. They included mainly produce and meat. 
Bread was the only value-added item in the list.  
 
Almost half of the total number of items reported (49%) were different types of 
produce, with three-quarters being vegetables. The next highest category was 
meats (17%), led by beef. Products made of grain (mainly breads), poultry 
(especially chicken), dairy and dairy products (milk) and poultry products (eggs) 
were each mentioned by 5% to 8%.  
 
Unmet demand for different types of foods was elicited from lists for each of 15 
categories. Respondents were asked to identify what local foods they wanted to see or see more of 
in each category. Details on these opportunities may be found in the report. 
 

NEEDS FROM LOCAL FOOD BY MARKET CHANNEL  

Four sets of questions examined purchaser needs from local 
food. Two dealt with production attributes (asked from a 
consumer perspective, using consumer terminology), another 
addressed non-production motivators for purchasing and the 
fourth examined barriers to purchase. The questions each 
included between 14 and 18 options. Respondents were asked 
to select three food descriptors of importance plus five 
production attributes and then rank their top three motivators 
and barriers. The top items in each group are listed alongside. 
 
A list like this oversimplifies the process used by people to 
make choices; their behaviour is usually driven by an internally 
consistent set of needs and values, acting together. Cluster 
analysis identified four psychographic segments that could be 
used to describe the needs of Edmonton Region residents. 
Perceptions of food and agriculture issues, demographic 
profiles and channel preferences are included in the description 
of each cluster. 
 
 Simply Good made up the largest cluster, accounting for 

32% of the population. They were more likely than the 
other segments to want their local food to be fresh and felt it tastes better (the latter being a 
top motivator). On the production side, simple, high quality ingredients that were vine/ tree/ 
field ripened were preferred, along with knowing where the food was grown or raised. Other 
preferred local food features included being natural, grass-fed and wild.  

Top 10 local 
foods 
1. Vegetables 
2. Beef 
3. Meat  
4. Fruit 
5. Eggs  
6. Potatoes 
7. Chicken 
8. Carrots 
9. Bread 
10. Tomatoes 

Top 3 food features 

Fresh  

Pesticide free 

Natural 

Top 3 production attributes  

No preservatives, additives, fillers 

Complete list of ingredients 

No chemicals 

Top 3 non-production 
motivators 

Supports Alberta’s small family 
farms 

Supports Alberta’s economy 

Fresher 

Top 3 barriers to purchase 

Only seasonal availability 

Affordability/ cost of local food  

Limited variety/ selection 



 

  iv. 

Simply Good cluster members were most likely to 
claim other-directed economic motivators as most 
important to them, especially supporting Alberta’s 
economy and also Alberta’s small/ family farms. Barriers 
related to cost and seasonality were of above average 
importance; the cluster was also more likely to express 
a need for labelling and signage so that local products 
could be easily identified.  

Taken together, the various characteristics suggest that 
this large group seek local food they can enjoy without 
concern. 

Simply Good cluster members shopped for local food 
at farmers' markets, specialty stores and farm retail at a 
slightly higher than average rate. Demographically, university educated respondents were 
overrepresented.  

 Keep it Pure described the needs of 24%. This segment was most likely to choose such 
features as being pesticide free and nitrite free, MSG free and non-GMO. They were most 
differentiated by their support for production practices that included humanely raised animals 
and avoided the use of chemicals, also preservatives, additives and fillers. The idea of certified 
organic or organic practices appealed to some degree, but not to the same extent as in the 
Organic Attributes segment. 

Economic benefits weighed highly as motivators, especially benefits to small or family farms, also 
to the provincial economy. They were differentiated by being more likely to believe that local 
food is better for the environment.   

The cluster was particularly likely to identify information barriers, notably a need for signage and 
labelling, but also for information on how, when and where to buy local food. They wanted to 
know the story behind the food as well as more about Alberta farming, agriculture and local 
food in general. They were most likely of all clusters to welcome promotion direct to the 
consumer by individual farms or small groups of farms. In other words, they cared about what 
went into the food and wanted both to check for themselves and learn more about what to 
look for.  

When all these characteristics are considered together, it is likely that if their information needs 
are not satisfied, local food will continue to be seen to provide societal benefits rather than the 
personal ones being sought.   

Members of the Keep it Pure cluster were more likely than other groups to be fully responsible 
for food shopping for the household, to be females living alone and more often divorced. They 
were not different from average in the channels they used to purchase local food. 

 Health Matters made up 23% of the population. They were far more likely than others to 
choose “healthier for you” and “better nutritional value” as important motives for buying local 
food, along with being fresher and tasting better.  

Simply 
Good
32%

Keep it 
Pure
24%

Health 
Matters

23%

Organic 
Attributes

21%

Need clusters
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Food features preferred at an above average rate included being natural, low sodium/ salt, and 
sugar free, also fresh and MSG free. The cluster valued the absence of preservatives, additives 
and fillers, as well as chemicals, along with the use of high quality ingredients in local food.  

Their support for the statement “local food is grown following organic practices” and desire for 
local food to not be as expensive as organic was higher than in other segments, suggesting that 
local food may be seen as a substitute for more highly prized organic food.  

An attribute on the production list that stood out was having a complete list of ingredients, 
which indicated that they wanted to use the information to make purchasing decisions. Taken 
together with the major motivators and the other attributes of importance, the impression 
gained is that many in the cluster were probably focused on real health needs, rather than 
making choices that were wellness or well-being related. It would then be understandable why 
Health Matters members were especially concerned about seasonal availability, as health 
challenges tend to be of concern year round. 

The cluster was overrepresented among club store purchasers and empty nesters. 

 Organic Attributes, the final group of 21%, was distinctive for the high rate at which 
“certified organic” and “follow organic practices” were selected as preferred production 
practices. They embraced the local food features of free range, organic and – to some degree – 
vegetarian and also chose the terms non-GMO, grass-fed and wild to describe their preferences 
at a higher than average rate. This cluster was more likely than others to agree that local food is 
grown following organic practices; however, they also rated their own knowledge of farming 
practices below that of other clusters.  

While they were not strong differentiators, motivators selected more often included that it is 
better for the environment, they know the story behind the food and have confidence in the 
local food system, that it is not as expensive as organic and has a better appearance.  

Cluster members were less likely to identify any barriers to buying local food, being more 
concerned only by limited or inconvenient hours of operation. 

Organic Attributes members had the most distinctive of all demographic profiles. Most notably, 
they were firmly rooted in the millennial generation, with over 40% aged 18-34 years. They 
were overrepresented among unmarried singles, often living in groups. They were also more 
likely to live in the City of Edmonton and included a higher percentage of respondents who had 
been born in other countries. 

The channels at which cluster members were more likely to buy local food were the same 
channels overrepresented among younger people – drug stores and convenience stores – as 
well as health food, organic or natural food stores. 

 One of the apparently conflicting findings for this cluster was that there was higher agreement 
that Alberta farmers don’t know what consumers want, which would suggest that their needs 
were being less than satisfied. It is possible that this was not literally true (in terms of organic 
attributes) but rather reflective of a generational disconnect. 
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Purchasers of local food at each of the 15 channels investigated were similarly profiled, yielding a 
rich description of the shoppers and their needs. These results may be found in the main body of 
the report. 
 

EXPENDITURES ON LOCAL FOOD BY MARKET CHANNEL 

Expenditure on local food at the 10 D2I and D2C market channels was estimated by asking 
respondents for their frequency of purchase and spending on their last purchase on an annual 
(restaurants or other eating establishments chosen specifically because they use local ingredients, 
CSA or farm box programs), seasonal (other D2C channels) or quarterly basis (other D2I 
channels). Annual spending was calculated individually for each respondent who provided a 
complete set of estimates. These figures were used to project expenditures on local food to the 
total population in the Edmonton Region for each of the channels investigated. 
 
The bases for online-only suppliers, CSA or farm box programs and buying clubs were extremely 
small, so their results were suppressed.  
 
 Seasonality. Health food, organic or natural food stores, ethnic grocery stores, specialty 

stores and small grocery stores showed very similar patterns of local food purchase frequency, 
with a higher incidence of shopping occurring in the second and third quarters. The rate of 
purchase of local food in the D2I stores was lowest in the first quarter. 

Seasonal variation was far more distinct for the D2C channels – farmers' markets and farm 
retail – where many more people shopped in summer than winter.  

 Purchase frequency. There was only minor variation in purchase frequency across quarters 
in the D2I stores, with the exception of small grocery stores which displayed a distinct peak in 
the fourth quarter. Small grocery stores also differed by being visited far more frequently in the 
third and fourth quarters than the other stores. This impacted the total annual number of visits 
made, with small grocery stores at 12, compared to 10 for specialty stores and ethnic grocery 
stores, then health food, organic or natural food stores (six). Restaurants or other eating 
establishments chosen for the use of local ingredients were visited eight times on average. 

Among those shopping at all in a season, average visit frequency for farmers' markets was 
similar in both seasons, but far higher in summer for farm retail than in winter. The annual 
average number of visits from farm retail outlets was eight and for farmers' markets, seven. 

 Spending on local food. The results for the D2I stores showed that while there were 
minor differences in frequency of purchase, average expenditures did not vary much at all by 
quarter. On an annual basis, the highest average household spending occurred at small grocery 
stores ($801). Ethnic grocery stores received $717, specialty stores $534 and health food, 
organic or natural food stores $376. Median expenditures, however, were lower at $90 to 
$210. Annual spending at restaurants or other eating establishments chosen specifically because 
they use local ingredients was $519, with a higher median ($260) than for the other D2I 
channels.  
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Farmers' market expenditures were similar in each season among those who purchased in the 
season, with an average annual total of $661 per household (median $150). This was less than 
for farm retail, where spending was far higher in winter than summer, averaging $1,099 per 
annum (median $300).  

 Market value. Expenditures on local food for the 12 month period October/November 2014 
to September/October 2015 were projected to the population based on an estimated 515,000 
households in the Edmonton Region.  

The highest valued market channel was farmers' markets at $233 million. 

Next highest were ethnic grocery stores at $133 million, closely followed by small grocery 
stores at $121 million and specialty stores at $114 million. 

Farm retail was valued at $103 million. 

The remaining channels generated much lower expenditures: health food, organic or natural 
food stores, an estimated $46 million; and restaurants or other eating establishments chosen for 
serving local food, $43 million. 

 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The final section of the report outlines potential actions that can be taken to facilitate increased 
demand for local food, driven by what the consumers revealed about themselves.  
 
Marketing actions should be focused on increasing awareness and familiarity and supporting sources 
of growth for each channel; also on using purchasing behaviour, psychographics and demographics 
to describe target audiences, tailor relevant messaging and identify marketing tactics. 
 
Understanding holistic consumer demand for production values can help producers, processors and 
distributors guide targeted production decisions, while unmet locally produced food needs were 
summarized. 
 
Other described opportunities were consumer interest in increased knowledge about agriculture 
and how this should be delivered, as well as potential improvements for surveys of this nature. 
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  1. 

Introduction 
Infact Research and Consulting Inc. are pleased to provide Agriculture and Forestry (AF) with a 
report on a quantitative investigation into consumer demand for local food in the Edmonton 
Region.  
 

BACKGROUND 

AF is working with producers, food processors and entrepreneurs to capture opportunities for local 
market expansion through the Explore Local Initiative, providing producers with assistance ranging 
from information and networking links to webinars and workshops. A growing number of producers 
are selling local food to Albertans through various Direct to Consumer (D2C) market channels 
such as farmers’ markets, u-pick, on-farm stores, roadside stands, off-site farm stores, community 
supported agriculture (CSA), food basket programs and grower cooperatives. There is also growing 
interest in supplying Direct to Intermediated (D2I) channels such as local restaurants, caterers, 
wineries and bakeries that source food ingredients direct from Alberta producers.  
 
Infact Research and Consulting Inc. worked closely with a team from AF in 2004 to develop an 
alternative approach to estimate consumer expenditures made through some of these market 
channels. Based on focus group testing, a consumer-friendly approach was developed to help 
respondents provide the most accurate data from which to derive market estimates. The approach 
was replicated in two further tracking studies (Alberta Agriculture and Rural Development. 
Alternative Agricultural Markets in Alberta, 2008/ 2012.)  
 
In 2008, the methodology was extended to include an estimate of spending on local food through 
the channels investigated that year. Local food was defined as “food grown or made in Alberta,” the 
same definition used in the present study.  
 
AF would now like to develop a food system assessment at the regional level to increase market 
awareness and promotion, as well as identify opportunities through a demand and supply analysis. 
The emphasis of this study was to be placed on D2I channels that had not been investigated 
previously, in addition to D2C channels. 
 



 

  2. 

PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 

This project has provided considerable information for an opportunity assessment in the Edmonton 
Region based on the analysis of the following topics:  
 
1. Consumer awareness, market value, market profiles and the growth potential of ten local food 

market channels. 

2. Top local food items most purchased in the Edmonton Region. 

3. Gaps in the supply of local food items in the Edmonton Region. 

4. Production attributes and other motivators that attract consumers to local food. 

5. Barriers to consumer support for local food. 

6. Consumer perceptions of food and agriculture issues. 

 

DELIVERABLES 

Deliverables for this study were: 
 
 secondary research relating to food trends in the Edmonton Region (report may be found in 

Appendix IV);  

 an online survey of a representative sample of households in the Edmonton Region;  

 a small-scale pilot study taking a completely different approach to measuring the market value 
of local food purchased through supermarkets (and potentially other types of stores). The 
report is under separate cover; and 

 a report on the survey results (this document). 

 



 

  3. 

Methodology 

Geographic coverage 

The research conducted was regional in scope. It covered Alberta Census District 11, which was 
termed the Edmonton Region. The area was further split geographically into two parts: 
 
 the City of Edmonton; and  

 the immediately adjacent Region, made up of Sherwood Park, St. Albert, Spruce Grove, 
Leduc, Stony Plain, Fort Saskatchewan, Brazeau County, Leduc County, Parkland County, 
Strathcona County, Sturgeon County, Wetaskiwin County, Indian Reserves and cities, towns, 
villages and hamlets in these counties. 

 

Approach to the research 

This study built on the findings and learnings of a similar project completed in mid-2015 in the 
Calgary Region.  
 
Several material changes were made to the methodology used in the Edmonton Region, building on 
insights gained into consumer perspectives in the Calgary Region and ease of response to survey 
questions.  
 
As a result, caution should be exercised in comparing the studies. A note or footnote to this effect, with a 
brief explanation, is included in each applicable section. 
 

Quantitative research 

SAMPLE SIZE AND DISTRIBUTION 

The quantitative study was conducted with online panel members in the Edmonton Region. The 
online survey methodology yielded a far larger sample size than would have been possible for a 
randomly selected, interviewer-led telephone survey with the same budget. The larger sample was 
necessary to allow in-depth behavioural questions to be asked for 10 different market channels, 
some of which had limited market penetration.  
 
The survey was completed by 1,000 food purchasers aged 18 years and older who were residents 
of the Edmonton Region. Within the population of panel members, quotas for age, gender and 
geographic location were imposed. 
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Six panels were used to ensure achievement of a sample of sufficient size and representativeness. 
Fieldwork was carried out by Research Now, with the following panel distribution. 
 

 % 
AirMiles Canada 49 
e-Rewards 19 
Valued Opinions Panel 16 
Peanut Labs/ Social Media 9 
Marketcube 5 
Paradigm 2 

 
The survey soft-launched on November 2, 2015 and, after modification to reduce response burden, 
the main survey was conducted from November 5 to 29, 2015. Reminders were sent out on a 
targeted basis to help with quota achievement toward the end of the survey period. A total of 
1,000 usable responses were received.  
 
Age and gender field quotas were set based on the profile of household maintainers in the 
Edmonton CMA, as reported by Statistics Canada in the 2011 National Household Survey (NHS). 
The final achieved sample was weighted by age to the NHS household maintainer profile in each 
geographic region.  
 
Gender was not weighted as the achieved distribution was similar to the 36% male to 64% female 
breakdown obtained in the Edmonton CMA in the Alternative Agricultural Markets 2012 study 
mentioned earlier. The study was used for reference as it was based on a randomly selected 
telephone sample and similarly composed of food shoppers who could discuss past food purchases 
and expenditures made by their households. 
 
The number of responses obtained on an unweighted and a weighted basis is outlined in more 
detail in Appendix I.  
 

QUESTIONNAIRE AND DATA ANALYSIS 

The median time taken by respondents to complete the survey was 20 minutes. A reader friendly 
version of the questionnaire is included as Appendix III. 
 
Open ended responses were reviewed and cleaned. 
 
The survey was analysed using SPSS, an advanced statistical analysis program. All questions were 
extensively cross-tabulated and segmentation was undertaken where useful insights could be gained. 
The outputs from the SPSS analysis are provided in a separate volume of tables. Any differences to 
graphs or tables in this report are due to rounding of the numbers. 
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APPROACH TO THE REPORT  

Findings from the survey are presented in the main body of the report. Top line findings are 
covered first, followed by an in-depth analysis by market channel. Straightforward numeric results 
are shown in the form of graphs or tables in the body of the report for reference by the reader; 
more complex or incidental datasets that may be of interest are included in Appendix II. 
 
Discussions that differentiate between market channels, psychographic groups or other sub-groups 
of interest were usually based on differences assessed by statistical tests. These tests were 
conducted to identify inter-group differences that may be real, but as the online panel survey is 
based on a representative sample of the total population – not a statistically random sample – 
typical measures of sample error do not apply. In consequence, Infact does not report confidence 
intervals for the results and does not conclude that reported differences are statistically significant.  
 
All findings published in this report are based on weighted data, n=1,000. 
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Summary of key findings 

Awareness of food market channels 

MARKET CHANNEL DEFINITIONS 

Consumer oriented explanations of each of the market channels included in this study were shown 
to respondents. These descriptions were either written in full or could be accessed by hovering 
over the term1, depending on the question being asked. 
 
Fifteen food market channels were described as follows to the respondent. Each channel was 
classified as D2M, D2I or D2C for analysis purposes. 
 

D2M: Direct to Mainstream channels 

 DRUG STORE (like London Drugs, Shoppers Drug Mart or Rexall Drugs)  

 CONVENIENCE STORE (for example, Mac's, 7-Eleven, Winks, Reddi Mart, Esso On the Run, 
Petro Canada Super Stop, Tags Food & Gas, Husky, Mohawk, Shell, Fas Gas) 

 CLUB STORE (for example, Costco, Real Canadian Wholesale Club, or The Grocery People 
Warehouse Market)  

 SUPERMARKET (for example, Superstore, Safeway, Sobeys, Save-On-Foods, IGA, Co-Op, No 
Frills or a REGULAR Walmart store)  

 MASS MERCHANDISER (for example, a Walmart SUPERCENTER)  

 

D2I (Direct to Intermediated) 

 ETHNIC GROCERY STORE (like the Italian Centre Shop, T&T Supermarket or other Asian, 
Indian, European, Middle Eastern, Latin, etc. store) 

 SMALL GROCERY STORE (like Extra Foods, Shop Easy Foods, Bigway Foods, AG Foods or 
Giant Tiger)  

 HEALTH FOOD, NATURAL OR ORGANIC FOOD STORE OR MARKET (like Planet 
Organic, Earth’s General Store, Amaranth Whole Foods, Blush Lane or Whole Foods Market)   

 SPECIALTY STORE (a butcher like Acme Meat Market, a bakery like Duchess Bake Shop or 
Bon Ton Bakery, a deli like Sunterra Market, a fish or seafood store like Odyssey Inland or 
Bicoastal Seafoods or an in-town produce store such as H&W Produce) 

                                                      
1. Hovering over a single asterisk (*) in the questionnaire showed respondents the definition of local food. Hovering 

over a double asterisk (**) allowed respondents to again read the full description of the market channel referred to 
in the question. 
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 RESTAURANT OR OTHER EATING ESTABLISHMENT (restaurant, hotel restaurant, diner, 
grill, pub, bistro, café, tea house, food truck or other eating establishment)  

 

D2C (Direct to Consumer) 

 ONLINE-ONLY SUPPLIER (from an online-only company that represents a group of farms or 
combines products from many suppliers (like SPUD, Green Earth Organics or The Organic 
Box). They will take your order on the Internet and deliver to you at home or to a convenient 
central location for pick-up) 

 BUYING CLUB (a group of people who get together to buy in bulk at a lower cost and then 
share out the purchases made)  

 CSA OR FARM BOX PROGRAM (CSA means Community Supported Agriculture or 
Community Shared Agriculture. In both CSAs and Farm Box Programs, households purchase a 
subscription ahead of time from a farm or group of farms to receive a box of freshly harvested 
food such as fruit and vegetables, dairy or meat products each week throughout the season)  

 FARMERS' MARKET (a place or space with stalls or tables, which is open on a regular 
scheduled basis, where one can buy food like fresh fruits and vegetables, herbs, honey, meat 
and other farm products, including processed food like jams, pies and sausages)  

 DIRECTLY FROM A FARM OR RANCH (you buy food at a farm or ranch gate, a farm or 
ranch store, a roadside stand, stall or truck, a U-Pick farm or a Hutterite colony. Food could 
include fresh fruits and vegetables, herbs, honey, meat and other farm products, including 
processed food like wine, jams, pies and sausages)  
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MARKET CHANNEL AWARENESS 

The proportion of respondents who had heard of each market channel is depicted in Chart 1. 
 
The results show that while D2M channels were almost universally known and D2I channels were 
very widely known, most D2C market channels were far less well known. The only exception to 
this was farmers' markets, which had an awareness level comparable to mainstream market 
channels.  
 
In contrast to farmers' markets, just half had heard of purchasing directly from a farm, while there 
was very limited awareness of the remaining channels, online-only suppliers2, CSA/ farm box 
programs and buying clubs. 
 
Chart 1: Have you heard of each of the following types of food suppliers or food outlets in the Edmonton region?   

 

Chart 1: Have you heard of each of the following types of food suppliers or food outlets in the Edmonton region?  

                                                      
2. The best known online-only suppliers were The Organic Box and SPUD in that order. A much smaller group knew 

of Green Earth Organics and a few mentioned online suppliers of pre-packaged wellness products. 
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FAMILIARITY WITH SELECTED CHANNELS 

Greater detail on the level of familiarity Edmonton Region residents have with each D2I and D2C 
market channel is shown in Chart 2. 
 
This graph serves to emphasize that of the 10 channels, only two may be considered familiar to the 
public – restaurants and other eating establishments and farmers' markets. Although restaurants and 
farmers' markets had similar levels of awareness, restaurants were better known and understood, 
with almost twice the proportion saying they “know a lot” about them. 
 
Ethnic grocery stores, small grocery stores and specialty stores were rated similarly to one another, 
with 30% to 40% each being fairly familiar with them (“know a lot” or “know something”). Less well 
known among the D2I channels in the Edmonton Region were health food, organic or natural food 
stores.  
 
Among the other D2C channels, farm retail (i.e., purchasing directly from a farm or ranch) was 
better known, but on a proportionate basis, very few knew “a lot” about these outlets. Online-only 
suppliers, CSA/ farm box programs and buying clubs were similarly challenged by low familiarity 
even among those aware of them, with 6% or less indicating higher levels of knowledge. 

 

 

Chart 2: How much do you know about each of the following types of food suppliers or food outlets in the Edmonton region?  
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Local food market channels  

WHERE LOCAL FOOD IS BOUGHT 

Respondents who were aware of each market channel were asked whether they had purchased 
local food there in the previous 12 months. Local food was defined to them as “food grown or 
made in Alberta.” They were given the option of responding “yes,” “assume yes,” “just don’t know” 
and “no.” 
 
The results shown in Chart 3 are based on the total sample, so that they reflect market penetration 
within the total population. Blank spaces at the end of each row in the chart represent the 
proportion of respondents who had never heard of the channel. 
 

 
Chart 3: In the past 12 months, did you or members of your household buy Local Food, that is, food grown or made in Alberta, at these suppliers or outlets?  
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This graph shows that the leading channels for local food in the Edmonton Region were 
supermarkets and farmers' markets. It was interesting that while the majority of respondents 
responded affirmatively with certainty (i.e., said “yes”) for both farmers' markets and supermarkets, 
there was a proportionately higher degree of uncertainty for supermarkets (i.e., said “assume yes”). 
These numbers suggest there is greater difficulty knowing the origin of foods bought in 
supermarkets.  
 
Supermarkets were not alone in posing this hurdle to the purchase of local food. With the 
exception of specialty stores, even greater difficulty was conveyed for all D2M and D2I channels by 
the roughly equal proportion of certain “yes” responses to the less certain “assume yes” responses. 
Recent efforts of supermarkets to identify local items as such (whether from Alberta, British 
Columbia, Western Canada or even as Canadian) appear to have had an effect in reducing 
uncertainty. Specialty stores may benefit from a more visible link to the origin of the products sold, 
particularly if they are made on the premises or sourced from one or a few highlighted local 
producers. 
 
Among the D2I channels, restaurants and other eating establishments were the standout 
performers, but evidently have the same labelling problem as stores. Approximately the same 
proportions of people were uncertain as to whether they ate local food there, as were certain.  
 
As might have been expected, purchasers at D2C channels were far, far more likely to be sure that 
they had bought local food there. Farmers' markets have already been discussed in this regard, but 
the same was true for each of the other channels – farm retail, online-only suppliers, buying clubs 
and CSA/ farm box programs. 
 
What may not have been anticipated was the very high proportion of those aware of each D2C 
market channel who said “no” they had not bought local food there. Since the “don’t know” 
response was small for D2C channels, it was highly likely that they did not purchase food there at all 
as the question was not confined to channel users, but asked of everyone aware of the channel.  
 
On average, respondents used 5.2 channels to purchase local food in the past 12 months; 2.9 of 
these were D2C or D2I channels. Local food was purchased by 95% from at least one channel and 
89% purchased from at least one D2C or D2I channel.3 
 

                                                      
3. Further information on the distribution may be found in Appendix II. 



 

  12.

GROWTH POTENTIAL BY MARKET CHANNEL 

Respondents’ future intentions were investigated in different ways depending on their current 
awareness of the D2I and D2C market channels and their purchase of local food at these outlets. 
 
 Respondents who had not heard of a market channel represented potential new customers for 

the channel. They were asked about their interest in the channel, having now read about it.4  

 Current customers who did purchase local food at each outlet in the past 12 months were 
asked whether they expected their local food purchases in the channel to increase, decrease or 
stay the same over the next 12 months.  

 The final group can be conceptualized as representing missed opportunity, namely, respondents 
who were aware of and had purchased from a market channel in the past 12 months, but had 
not (or did not know if they had) bought local food there. These respondents were asked 
whether they intended to change that situation in the next 12 months.  

 
The potential for market growth is best revealed in the context of the total market. Chart 4 
combines all the above responses on the base of the total sample.  
 

 
Chart 4: Aggregated potential change in Local Food purchase at D2I and D2C outlets 

                                                      
4. The question addressed interest in all food shopping there, not just local food. To identify potential new customers 

for local food, the figures were adjusted to include only the proportion that would be likely to purchase local food 
from the channel, based on the existing purchase pattern. 
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With a potential 25% total increase in customer interest, farmers' markets were the market channel 
with the strongest opportunity to grow local food sales. Most of that opportunity will be provided 
by existing customers buying more local food; much of the remainder will be fuelled by existing 
customers who currently don’t buy local food there, but expect to do so. 
 
The channels with the next highest growth opportunities were specialty stores at 19% and 
purchases made directly from a farm or ranch at 17%. For specialty stores the source of growth was 
primarily the existing customer base, both those who do buy local food there and those who don’t. 
Farm retail opportunities will be equally sourced from both existing customer types as well as 
potential new customers – people who are unaware of the channel’s existence. 
 
Except in the case of small grocery stores, the remaining D2I channels will experience most growth 
from existing customers, split roughly equally between those who were current local food 
customers and those who were not. Small grocery stores should benefit especially from existing 
customers choosing to buy local food there. 
 
D2C channels other than farmers' markets showed the highest potential to gain totally new local 
food customers by making more people aware of their existence. 
 
Movement in the other direction, to reduce local food purchases, was relatively minor in all 
channels with the exception of restaurants. While the potential for gain exceeded the potential for 
loss, the likelihood of seeing a reduction appears to be quite strong. 
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What is local food? 

LOCAL FOODS PURCHASED MOST OFTEN 
 

Table 1: Top 10 local food items purchased 

A request to respondents to freely list the types 
of local foods purchased most often in the 
preceding 12 months generated hundreds of 
different items, each based on unaided recall. 
They are detailed in the tabulations and 
summarized in this section. Percentages are 
based on the total number of items mentioned.5 
 
The 10 local food items purchased most often 
were mainly produce and meat. The only value-
added item in the top 10 was bread (Table 1). 
 
 
Table 2: Local food items purchased - category totals 

 
Category totals are shown in    
Table 2. A similar pattern was seen 
here, with produce eclipsing all other 
categories, followed by meats. 
 
Of interest was that the strongest 
current value-added categories to 
come to mind were:  
 
 Products made of grains. 

 Dairy and dairy products. 

 Poultry products. 

 

                                                      
5. Question differences to the Calgary Region study included: a change in question wording to improve understanding; 

fewer response boxes to help prevent respondent drop-off, though respondents could enter multiple products in a 
box; and a “Don’t know/ cannot remember” option (used by 17% of local food purchasers). 

Table 1: Top 10 local food items purchased 
 % of items n=3,053 

1. Vegetables* 13 
2. Beef 8 
3. Meat 6 
4. Fruit 6 
5. Eggs 5 
6. Potatoes 5 
7. Chicken 4 
8. Carrots 4 
9. Bread 4 
10. Tomatoes 3 

*Words used by respondents to describe their local food 
purchases. 

Table 2: Local food items purchased – category totals 

 
% of items 
n=3,053 

Fresh, frozen, canned or dried fruits or vegetables 49 
Meats 17 
Products made of grains 8 
Poultry 5 
Dairy and dairy products 5 
Poultry products 5 
Honey 3 
Products made of fruits or vegetables 2 
Meat products 2 
Fresh or dried herbs and spices 1 
Grains 1  
Condiments and spreads 1  
Alternative proteins 1  
Alcoholic beverages <1 
Other products or items 2 
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Table 3 includes a list of the top individual items mentioned for produce and Table 4 for the 
remaining categories. The cut-off point for inclusion in these summaries was 1% of all items. 
 
Table 3: Top produce items purchased      
Table 4: Top items purchased in other categories 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 4: Top items purchased in                
other categories 

 
% of items 
n=3,053 

Meats - Total 17 
 Beef* 8 
 Meat (unspecified) 6 
 Pork 2 
 Bison 1 
Products made of grains - Total 8 
 Bread 4 
 Bakery 2 
 Pastries/ squares/ bars 1 
Poultry – Total 5 
 Chicken 4 
Dairy and dairy products - Total 5 
 Milk 2 
 Dairy/ dairy products (unspecified) 1 
 Cheese 1 
Poultry products – Total 5 
 Eggs 5 
Honey – Total 3 
Honey (unspecified) 3 
Products made of fruits or vegetables - 
Total 

2 

 Jams 1 
Meat products - Total 2 
 Sausages 1 
Fresh or dried herbs and spices – Total 1 
Condiments and spreads - Total 1 
Grains - Total 1 
Alternative proteins - Total 1 
Other products or items – Total 2 
 Ethnic foods  1 
 Prepared foods  1 

*Words used by respondents to describe their local food 
purchases. 

 
Table 3: Top produce items purchased 

 
% of items 
n=3,053 

Fresh, frozen, canned or dried 
fruits or vegetables - Total 

49 

Vegetables - Total 38 
 Vegetables* (unspecified) 13 
 Potatoes 5 
 Carrots  4 
 Tomatoes 3 
 Corn 2 
 Cucumbers 2 
 Lettuce 1 
 Beetroot/ beets 1 
 Onions 1 
 Peas 1 
 Beans 1 
 Bell peppers 1 
 Cabbage 1 
 Mushrooms 1 
Fruit - Total 10 
Fruit (unspecified) 6 
 Berries** 3 
 Apples 1 
Produce (unspecified) 1 

*Words used by respondents to describe their local food
purchases. 

**Including strawberries, raspberries, saskatoon berries, 
blueberries, cherries, blackberries and berries 
(unspecified). 
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UNMET DEMAND  

For each of the categories noted previously, respondents who were local food buyers or who 
thought they might buy local food in the next year were asked, “In the list/s below, please click on 
or write in the particular products or items that you would like to see, or see more of, which are 
grown or made in Alberta.”  
 
As there were 15 categories, to reduce response burden, half the respondents were asked to 
choose up to three answers in each of seven or eight categories rather than all 15, yielding a sample 
base of just over 500 for each one.6 The results should provide producers with considerable insight 
on how to diversify their products within a category. Please note, because of the question method 
used, demand for products cannot be compared between categories. 
 
The categories are described in order, based on the proportion of respondents they include with 
unmet needs (i.e., who picked at least one item on the list other than “None” or “Don’t know”).  
 

Table 5: Unmet demand for poultry products 

Poultry products 

Items were chosen on the poultry products 
list by 90% of respondents (difference to 
Don’t know and None figures in Table 5 due 
to rounding). 
 
Dominating wishes in the category were eggs, 
selected by eight in 10 respondents. 
 
Poultry pies or pot pies, poultry sausage and 
poultry bacon followed next, with little to 
choose between them in terms of popularity. 
 
Other items mentioned by 10% or more who 
considered this category were smoked poultry and poultry jerky.

                                                      
6. The product lists were primarily based on the more popular suggestions made in the open-end questions used in the 

Calgary Region study. The Edmonton Region study included additional categories, again based on spontaneous 
responses in the Calgary Region. As the approach used in the two studies for this question was completely different, 
the results cannot be compared. 

Table 5: Unmet demand for poultry products 

 
Total households 

n=509 

Eggs 79% 
Poultry pies/ pot pies 24% 
Poultry sausage 22% 
Poultry bacon 20% 
Smoked poultry 16% 
Poultry jerky 10% 
Cured poultry 5% 
Other poultry products 1% 
Don't know 5% 
None 6% 
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Table 6: Unmet demand for products made of fruits or vegetables 

Products made of fruits or vegetables 

Almost all respondents (89%) chose a value-
added item made of fruits or vegetables that 
they would like to see. 
 
The most frequent request was for local jams, 
followed not far behind by pickles and salsas. 
 
The third group of major interest included 
fruit or vegetable pies, juices and dips. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 6: Unmet demand for products made of 
fruits or vegetables 

 
Total households 

n=509 

Jams 43% 
Pickles 35% 
Salsas 34% 
Fruit or vegetable pies 26% 
Juices 22% 
Dips 20% 
Syrups 12% 
Antipastos 12% 
Jellies 8% 
Marmalades 7% 
Chutneys 7% 
Relishes 6% 
Other products made of 
fruits or vegetables 

1% 

Don't know 3% 
None 8% 
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Fresh, frozen, canned or dried fruits or vegetables 

Table 7: Unmet demand for produce 

Even though 88% of respondents chose at 
least one item on the list of fruits and 
vegetables, the list was fairly lengthy, so it was 
perhaps not unexpected that the selections 
would be spread over more items. 
Nevertheless, it is evident that there were no 
items that stood head and shoulders above 
others in terms of desirability. 
 
Greatest pent up demand appeared to exist 
for berries as a group, especially strawberries, 
blueberries, saskatoons and raspberries; all 
were among the top five selections. Demand 
was also relatively strong for apples.  
 
The most frequently chosen vegetables were 
potatoes, tomatoes, asparagus, corn, carrots, 
bell peppers and mushrooms. Asparagus 
stands out in terms of desirability as it was not 
on the list of top produce items already being 
purchased. 
 
Overall, it would appear that there is greater 
unmet demand for fruits than vegetables, 
though not necessarily for different types of 
fruit than currently purchased. Availability or 
accessibility may be the constraint. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 7: Unmet demand for produce 

 
Total households 

n=507 

Strawberries 22% 
Blueberries 21% 
Saskatoon berries 18% 
Apples 17% 
Raspberries 17% 
Potatoes 16% 
Tomatoes 13% 
Asparagus 13% 
Corn 12% 
Carrots 11% 
Bell peppers (green/ red/ 

yellow) 
10% 

Mushrooms 10% 
Cherries 9% 
Broccoli 9% 
Cucumbers 8% 
Beetroot/ beets 6% 
Blackberries 6% 
Salad greens 5% 
Beans (green/ yellow) 5% 
Cauliflower 5% 
Spinach 5% 
Lettuce 5% 
Peas 4% 
Squash 3% 
Onions 3% 
Zucchini 2% 
Celery 1% 
Other fruits or vegetables 3% 
Don't know 3% 
None 9% 
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Table 8: Unmet demand for dairy and dairy products 

Dairy and dairy products 

Highest demand among the dairy items and 
products was voiced for cheese.  
 
This was followed by milk and butter, all basic 
dairy items. 
 
The value-added products with greatest pent-
up demand were yogurt and ice cream. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 9: Unmet demand for poultry 

Poultry 

Among the 88% who made a poultry choice, 
almost everyone selected chicken as one of 
their picks. 
 
While identified less frequently, the desire for 
local turkey was also far, far higher than 
demand for the next fowl, duck. As chicken 
dominated current purchases, this suggests 
there may be significant opportunity for 
diversification.  
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 8: Unmet demand for dairy and dairy 
products 

 Total households 
n=509 

Cheese 66% 
Milk 52% 
Butter 45% 
Yogurt 35% 
Ice cream 29% 
Cream 12% 
Kefir 3% 
Other dairy products  1% 
Don't know 4% 
None 7% 

Table 9: Unmet demand for poultry 

 
Total households 

n=509 

Chicken 81% 
Turkey 67% 
Duck 19% 
Goose 9% 
Pheasant 5% 
Quail 5% 
Other poultry 1% 
Don't know 5% 
None 7% 
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Table 10: Unmet demand for meat 

Meats 

As may be seen from the data alongside, 
preference for beef continues to top 
Albertan’s list of desirable local meats. Among 
the items on the list, beef was by far the most 
frequent choice. 
 
This was followed at a lower level by fairly 
similar demand for pork and bison, suggesting 
that a real opportunity exists for greater 
distribution of bison meat. 
 
The third demand category included lamb and 
elk. 
 
Compared to the other product categories, there were a large number of items mentioned under 
“other meats.” These were almost exclusively a request for local chicken. Although the poultry 
categories were not considered by this group of respondents, they would not have known that, so 
this added response is of interest; among at least some consumers, chicken is considered to be 
meat.  
 

Table 11: Unmet demand for value-added condiments and spreads 

Condiments and spreads  

Local food items of interest were chosen by 
83% in the condiments and spreads category.  
 
Salad dressings proved to be most popular, 
closely followed by canola oil. It was 
interesting that more than twice as many 
selected canola oil as flavoured oils or other 
vegetable cooking oils. 
 
Locally produced sauces, mustards, ketchup, 
mayonnaise and margarine were in next 
greatest demand. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 10: Unmet demand for meat 

 
Total households 

n=507 

Beef 63% 
Pork 41% 
Bison 35% 
Lamb 19% 
Elk 15% 
Veal 11% 
Goat 4% 
Other meats 6% 
Don't know 8% 
None 7% 

Table 11: Unmet demand for value-added 
condiments and spreads 

 
Total households 

n=509 

Salad dressings 36% 
Canola oil 34% 
Sauces 20% 
Mustards 19% 
Ketchup 19% 
Mayonnaise 17% 
Margarine 16% 
Flavoured oils 14% 
Marinades 14% 
Other vegetable cooking oils 13% 
Vinegars/ flavoured vinegars 12% 
Other condiments or spreads 1% 
None 11% 
Don't know 6% 
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Table 12: Unmet demand for value-added meat products 

Meat products 

Topping demand for value-added meat 
products was bacon. 
 
This was followed sequentially by sausages, 
ham and hamburger patties. 
 
Next most often selected were jerky, smoked 
meats and meat pies/ meat pot pies. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 13: Unmet demand for value-added grain products 

Products made of grains 

At least one local grain product was of 
interest to 81% of respondents.  
 
The standout item, selected more than twice 
as often as the nearest contender, was bread. 
 
Bread was followed by a group of products 
that included pasta, buns/ bagels/ rolls, cold 
breakfast cereal and muffins. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 12: Unmet demand for value-added 
meat products 

 
Total households 

n=507 

Bacon 46% 
Sausages 35% 
Ham 29% 
Hamburger patties 25% 
Jerky 20% 
Smoked meats 17% 
Meat pies/ meat pot pies 16% 
Other cured meats, sandwich 
or lunch meats 

13% 

Other meat products 1% 
Don't know 11% 
None 8% 

Table 13: Unmet demand for value-added 
grain products 

 
Total households 

n=507 
Bread 59% 
Pasta 24% 
Buns/ bagels/ rolls 23% 
Breakfast cereal – cold 20% 
Muffins 18% 
Granola 14% 
Pastries/ squares/ bars 10% 
Breakfast cereal – hot 9% 
Pizza shells 7% 
Pancake mixes 7% 
Bread mixes 5% 
Muffin mixes 3% 
Pancakes 3% 
Waffle mixes 3% 
Other products made of 
grains 

2% 

Don't know 5% 
None 14% 
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Table 14: Unmet demand for fresh or dried herbs and spices 

Fresh or dried herbs and spices 

Items of interest in the herbs and spices 
category were noted by 78% of respondents. 
 
Among the listed herbs and spices, garlic 
stood well above any others in popularity. 
 
The second most frequent level of demand 
was for basil and dill. 
 
A wide array of other herbs and spices would 
also be of interest to local food purchasers.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Alternative proteins 

Table 15: Unmet demand for alternative proteins 

A variety of protein products either not 
produced in Alberta or not considered in the 
mainstream categories were mentioned in the 
Calgary Region study and combined to form a 
new group. More than 75% of respondents 
were quite happy to make choices on this list, 
though one respondent did comment: “Rice 
grown in Alberta? ???” In counterbalance, 
another contended that fish should be farmed 
locally. 
 
That said, it is evident from the selections that 
the most popular items would be nuts, fish, 
rice and lentils. 
 
 
 
 

Table 14: Unmet demand for fresh or dried 
herbs and spices 

 
Total households 

n=509 

Garlic 49% 
Basil 32% 
Dill 31% 
Parsley 15% 
Chives 14% 
Oregano 13% 
Cilantro/ coriander 12% 
Mint 12% 
Peppercorns 11% 
Rosemary 9% 
Sage 6% 
Thyme 6% 
Tarragon 2% 
Other herbs or spices 2% 
Don't know 6% 
None 16% 

Table 15: Unmet demand for alternative 
proteins 

 
Total 

households 
n=509 

Nuts 43% 
Fish 41% 
Rice 37% 
Lentils (e.g., beans, green, red, 

black lentils, etc.) 
31% 

Soy/ tofu 11% 
Other proteins 2% 
Don't know 9% 
None 15% 
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Table 16: Unmet demand for honey 

Honey 

Although positive responses to the category 
of “honey” as a locally produced food were 
received from 73%, a single selection was 
generally sufficient to identify the items of 
interest in the list. 
 
The most frequent choice was for liquid 
honey. 
 
Other popular options were honey from 
identifiable blossoms, cream or thick honey 
and unpasteurized or raw honey. Demand 
for the latter may be indicative of a real 
concern about adulteration of commercial 
products. 
 
 

Table 17: Unmet demand for grains 

Grains 

Although many respondents showed no 
interest in the grains category (28%), 
those who did identified a wide variety of 
products they would like to see. 
 
Greatest interest was expressed in flour 
and ancient grains. Specific types of flour 
with most appeal were wholegrain and 
multigrain. Many of the other types 
mentioned tended to be explicitly or 
implicitly gluten free (rice, corn, sorghum). 
 
The leading products were followed by 
rolled oats for baking, seeds of all types 
and bran.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 16: Unmet demand for honey 

 
Total households 

n=507 

Liquid honey 40% 
Blossom honey (e.g., clover, 
wildflower) 

26% 

Cream/ thick honey 26% 
Unpasteurized/ raw honey 25% 
Flavoured honey (e.g., cinnamon, 
mint) 

15% 

Mead 7% 
Other honey characteristics or 
products 

<1% 

Don't know 11% 
None 16% 

Table 17: Unmet demand for grains 

 
Total households 

n=507 

Total flour 35% 
 Wholegrain flour  19% 
 Multigrain flour  18% 
 Other flour   3% 
Ancient grains (e.g., amaranth, 

quinoa, buckwheat, etc.) 
32% 

Rolled oats for baking 24% 
Seeds (e.g., flax seeds, chia seeds, 

hemp seeds/ hearts, etc.) 
24% 

Bran (e.g., oat bran, wheat bran, 
rice bran, etc.) 

19% 

Wheat 16% 
Flax 14% 
Other grains 1% 
Don't know 7% 
None 21% 
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Alcoholic beverages 

Table 18: Unmet demand for alcoholic beverages 

The category of alcoholic beverages, 
another addition based on feedback in 
the Calgary Region study, was the least 
well supported, with 46% checking either 
“don’t know” or “none.” In this instance 
the “don’t knows” prevailed, suggesting 
that a lack of knowledge (possibly of local 
production options), not a lack of 
interest, was the biggest obstacle. 
 
Beer and wine were by far the most popular choices.  
 
For spirits and other alcoholic beverages, vodka, followed by whisky/ rye whiskey/ scotch were 
specified most often. 
 
 

Table 19: Unmet demand for other products or items 

Other products or items 

After considering seven product categories, 
respondents were usually not inclined to 
generate ideas about other local foods that 
might be of interest. 
 
Among the 18% who were interested in the 
prompted items, most chose ethnic foods, 
either under the specific topic or as a 
prepared food.  
 
Most popular were Asian foods, particularly Indian fare (especially curries, samosas and naan). Other 
Asian food sources varied widely, with Chinese being predominant. Less frequently mentioned 
were Ukrainian (especially perogies) and Mexican dishes.  
 
Other prepared foods not referenced in the preceding categories included noodles of various types 
and pasta dishes, pizza, hummus and other Mediterranean foods and salads. 
 
 
 

Table 18: Unmet demand for alcoholic beverages 

 
Total households 

n=507 

Beer 39% 
Wine 35% 
Spirits 7% 
Other alcoholic beverages 5% 
Don't know 30% 
None 16% 

Table 19: Unmet demand for other products 
or items 

 
Total households 

n=509 

Ethnic foods 15% 
Prepared foods 9% 
Other products or items 6% 
Don't know 26% 
None 56% 
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Perceptions of and needs from local food 

NEEDS CLUSTERS 

This section describes needs from and 
perceptions of local food gathered from 
several separate questions. 
 
Cluster analysis of the responses to four of 
the questions demonstrated that 
Edmonton Region residents could be 
divided into four clear segments.  
 
Chart 5 shows the relative size of each 
segment and the name that has been given 
to describe it. Details about the segments 
are provided as part of the analysis of each 
of the contributing questions.  
 
 

PRODUCTION ATTRIBUTES 

Desired food features 

Food characteristics that were identified from the spontaneous descriptions of local foods that were 
most often purchased or most desired in the Calgary Region were captured in a new question. 
Respondents were asked to identify up to three features from this list that were “really important” 
to them in local food. The findings are shown in Chart 6 overleaf. 
 
Among the food features listed, the term fresh was most frequently chosen at 43%. In contrast, 
frozen was only selected by 3%, canned by 2% and dried by 1%. This result is interesting for a 
number of reasons. Local food is typically associated with freshness, a major purchase motivator. 
However, the term used here was “fresh,” not “freshness” and the other processing options would 
have been seen on the list as well. For residents of a winter city, completing the survey just as 
winter approached, one might have expected some consideration of product preservation as an 
antidote to seasonal availability constraints. Evidently that was not consistent with the way local 
food was viewed. It needs to be fresh. 
 
Second most frequently chosen at 32% was being “pesticide free.”  
 

Simply 
Good
32%

Keep it 
Pure
24%

Health 
Matters

23%

Organic 
Attributes

21%

Chart 5: Local Food needs clusters
(Base: Total purchasing Local Food or 

intending to do so n=963)

Chart 5: Needs clusters 
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There was no one third place descriptor; rather there were a series of features mentioned by 
between 16% and 23% of respondents. They encompassed two themes:  
 
 being free of interventions (natural, free-range, non-GMO); and  

 contributing to health (MSG free, low sodium/ salt, whole grain). 
 

 
Chart 6: People use many terms to further describe the Local food* that they want. Which, if any, of the features below is really important to you? 
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These easily discernible themes were closely related to the consumer segments identified in the 
cluster analysis.  
 
 Simply Good, the largest cluster at 32%, was the segment most likely to embrace the notion 

of local food as fresh food. Other features that were more important to this cluster – but were 
less important than being fresh – included: natural, grass-fed, wild and canned. 

 Keep it Pure, which described the needs of 24%, was the segment most likely to choose 
being pesticide free and nitrite free. They also tended to say that local food should be MSG 
free and non-GMO.  

 Health Matters, almost equal in size at 23%, preferred their local food to be natural, low 
sodium/ salt, and sugar free. Other descriptors mentioned relatively frequently were fresh and 
MSG free. 

 Organic Attributes, the final group of 21%, embraced the fact and/or notion of local food as 
free range, organic and – to some degree – vegetarian. They also chose the terms non-GMO, 
grass-fed and wild at a higher rate.  

This group was especially interesting because by simply looking at each attribute individually in 
Chart 6, the concept of organic and what it stands for did not emerge as one of the top 
themes, yet in combination, these attributes describe a substantial segment of purchasers.  

 

Preferred production attributes 

In addition to the food descriptors discussed above, respondents were asked to choose up to five 
production attributes from a list of 18 themes, many of which have been demonstrated in previous 
research to encompass one or more ideas. The results are displayed in Chart 7. 
 
The graph shows that there was no one attribute – or even two or three – that really stood out as 
most desirable in the Edmonton Region. The top pick, by 44%, was “no preservatives, additives, 
fillers,” a concept that encompasses such ideas as food purity, lack of adulteration, no artificial 
ingredients and being sugar, salt or soy free.  
 
The second and third most frequently chosen attributes at 36% each, were interesting because they 
not only emphasized what should not be present (in this case, “no chemicals”), but also suggested 
that respondents wanted to know that they were not present by reading the complete list of 
ingredients. The generic term “no chemicals” is variously interpreted to mean hormones, antibiotics, 
colouring, flavouring, pesticides and synthetic fertilizers and these would be things they wanted to 
read about, be reassured about and use as a basis for making food choices.  
 
Rounding out the top five attributes with 32% choosing them, were “humanely raised animals” and 
“high quality ingredients.” The concept of humane animal treatment includes such things as free run, 
free range, grass fed or pastured animals, not being crowded or restricted in a cage, healthy animals 
and no animal testing. High quality is a rather general label that may be used when respondents 
have a holistic rather than specific view of what they mean by quality. 
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Chart 7: Please click on 5 of the words or phrases below that best describe the food attributes that you would like to see in Local Food 

 
In the next range of choices, made by between 22% and 27%, two themes were evident. One was 
a theme of minimization, encompassing “less/ minimally processed” (also implying whole ingredients, 
a relatively popular request for grain products) and less packaging. The other reinforces the 
importance of being able to trust the food, whether by knowing where it is grown/ raised (which, 
for some, could offer the opportunity to personally verify the information), simply trusting Alberta 
producers who grow or make local food, or trusting in government regulation and testing. 
 
Farming practices, whether natural, transparent, involving field ripening or being protective of the 
environment, made up the next group. Each attribute was supported by 15% to 18% of 
respondents. 
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The notion of simplicity, next at 13%, encompasses such attributes as having few ingredients, plain 
ingredients, recognizable ingredients and ingredients you can pronounce. 
 
The last set of items with a theme suggested that relatively few attached importance to many 
farming practices that add significantly to production costs. Most notable was the relatively low 
demand for organic practices, whether certified or uncertified (12% and 6% respectively). 
 
“Authenticity,” with its overtones of being “real” or tasting like it’s supposed to taste, was also 
chosen relatively infrequently (10%).  
 
Many of these themes were evident in the consumer clusters, demonstrating that individuals make 
local food choices based on a set of internally consistent criteria rather than one at a time. 
 
 Simply Good cluster members indicated the strongest desire for food with “high quality 

ingredients” and “knowing where the food was grown/ raised.” This segment also supported the 
idea of local food being “vine/ tree/ field ripened” and “simple.” 

 Keep it Pure were most differentiated by their support for “humanely raised animals” and 
were most likely to want to avoid “chemicals,” also “preservatives/ additives/ fillers.” The idea of 
certified organic or organic practices appealed to some degree, but not to the same extent as 
in the Organic Attributes segment. 

 Health Matters chose having a “complete list of ingredients” for reference more often than 
the other segments, suggesting that real health needs were frequently drivers in making food 
choices in the segment. They supported “no preservatives/ additives/ fillers,” “no chemicals,” and 
“high quality ingredients” at an above average rate as well. While these were the same 
attributes chosen in other groups, the underlying motivators were likely different. Taking into 
account that this segment was far less likely than any other to select attributes describing 
production practices, it would appear that the choices were health-driven rather than well-
being related. 

 Organic Attributes were distinctive for the high rate at which “certified organic” and “follow 
organic practices” were selected. 

 



 

  30.

PURCHASING MOTIVATIONS AND BARRIERS  

Leading non-production motivators 

A set of phrases was presented to respondents to rank their top three reasons for purchasing local 
food. The food features and production attributes already discussed help with decision making and 
in some circumstances may also be motivating, but on the whole, the different sets appear to have 
measured somewhat different things. 
 
The results are shown in Chart 8, by ranking and in total. 
 
Three of the options proved to be considerably more popular than the others, each being selected 
by over 40% of respondents. Leading the choices was that buying local food supports Alberta’s 
small family farms and the provincial economy as a whole. The reason that food is “fresher” was 
picked third most often overall, but was the first choice for many respondents. The order of 
selection suggests that, in general, the major benefits of buying local accrue to others, with a 
personal benefit following. 
 
The next three statements were each selected by 24% to 25% of respondents. Two of these were 
personal benefits – local food “tastes better” and is “healthier for you” – and ranked higher than the 
third as a result of being chosen more often as the top reason. The remaining motivator was again a 
social or societal benefit, namely to “support small independent businesses.”  
 
Two further items were chosen by at least 10% including, “better nutritional value” and “better for 
the environment.” 
 
Among the less important motivators – or at least, less frequently chosen ones – were: “not coming 
from far;” “not as expensive as organic;” “have confidence in the local food system;” and “know the 
story behind the food.” 
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Chart 8: Among the following, what are your top 3 reasons for purchasing Local Food? 

 
 Simply Good cluster members were most likely to claim the other-directed economic 

motivators as being most important to them, especially “supports Alberta’s economy” and also 
“supports Alberta’s small/ family farms.” Among the personal benefits listed, they were more 
likely than other groups to select “tastes better.” 

 Keep it Pure. Economic benefits weighed highly with this segment, especially benefits to small 
or family farms, also to the provincial economy. Other motivators that helped to differentiate 
the cluster were being “better for the environment” and “know the story behind the food.”  

 Health Matters cluster members were far more likely than others to choose “healthier for 
you” and “better nutritional value” as being of importance. They were also most likely of all to 
consider local food “fresher” and to “taste better.” Finally, their support for the statement “not 
as expensive as organic,” was also higher than in other groups, potentially pointing to local food 
as a substitute for more highly prized organic food. 
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 Organic Attributes supported a number of motivators at a higher rate than average, but 
none were particularly strong differentiators. The list included: “better for the environment,” 
“know the story behind the food,” “have confidence in the Local Food system,” “not as 
expensive as organic” and “better appearance.” 

 

Main barriers to purchase 

Two items led the list of reasons people put forward to explain what inhibits their purchase of local 
food (see Chart 9). The first was seasonality, which restricted choice of what is available at any time, 
but above all in winter. The concern was easily understood within the context of the foods that 
were purchased, since produce was the product group bought most often. 
 

 
Chart 9: What are your top 3 barriers or concerns that makes it difficult or inhibits you from purchasing Local Food 
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The second concern – and for the one-in-two 
respondents choosing it, proportionately more often 
their top barrier – was affordability or price. As may be 
seen in Chart 10, both Price Driven and Price 
Conscious respondents were highly likely to identify the 
cost of local food as a barrier.  
 
Less frequently selected than the top two, but still 
chosen by almost one-in-three, was the limited variety 
or selection to choose from, information about what is 
local and how to find local products, and a need for 
labelling and signage. 
 
Restricted hours of operation, distance/ travel time, and 
a need to better understand – and be reminded of – why to buy local, were each selected by more 
than 10%. 
 
The needs clusters tended to focus on slightly different barriers as follows: 
 
 Simply Good were above average in experiencing barriers related to cost and seasonality and 

more likely to express a need for labelling and signage. 

 Keep it Pure segment members were particularly likely to identify information barriers, 
notably a need for signage and labelling, also for information on “how, when and where to buy.” 

 Health Matters members were especially concerned about seasonal availability, which is 
understandable since health challenges tend to be of concern year round. 

 Organic Attributes members were the most likely group to not identify any barriers to 
buying local food. The only criterion on which they stood out from the other clusters was for 
“limited or inconvenient hours.” 

 

PERCEPTIONS OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ISSUES 

All respondents, regardless of whether they were local food purchasers or not, were asked to rate 
their level of agreement with statements addressing general issues relating to food and agriculture.  
 

Production costs 

Cost statements addressed two issues: willingness to pay more for local food and perceptions of 
costs for organic food. 
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WILLINGNESS TO PAY FOR LOCAL FOOD  

As may be seen in Chart 11, the majority of Edmonton Region respondents were concerned about 
what they spend on food (59%), agreeing with the statement “When I have a choice, I tend to buy 
cheaper food items.” Relatively few disagreed (21%), with the balance being neutral (20%). 
 

 
Chart 11: To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about Local Food? - Cost related statements 

 
The 15% who were in strong agreement, were termed 
“Price Driven” for the purposes of this report. The 
largest group at 44% agreed somewhat and were 
termed “Price Conscious.” It was of interest to 
determine whether price sensitivity drove the response 
to the very important statement “The consumer should 
be prepared to pay more for local food.”  
 
Overall, fewer than one-in-four households (22%) were 
prepared to pay more, while the majority (54%) were 
not (differences in totals to Chart 11 were due to the 
effects of rounding). Chart 12 shows that over 70% of 
Price Driven respondents disagreed, more than half of 
them in very strong terms. The majority of the Price 
Conscious group also disagreed. While the response 
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was more muted among those for whom Price is Less Important, only one-in-four actually agreed. 
The conclusion is that general food price sensitivity increased resistance to paying more for local 
food, but this resistance also existed among many households that were less concerned about food 
costs. Given the prevalent belief that local food should not cost more, higher prices will and do 
generate resistance over and above affordability concerns. The value proposition has not been 
made. 
 

PERCEPTION OF COSTS OF ORGANIC FOOD 

Information from the United States and from focus groups conducted in Calgary suggested that 
there may be confusion over whether local food is organic or whether it can be used as a substitute 
for organic food. While this is not in itself a cost related question, if people understand that organic 
food costs more to produce, does this influence their perceptions of the cost of local food? 
 
As may be seen in Chart 11, over half of the respondents (62%) acknowledged that “It costs more 
for the farm to follow organic practices,” while one quarter expressed a lack of knowledge (28% – 
including 16% who neither agreed nor disagreed, plus 13% who did not know). Those who were 
Price Conscious were particularly likely to strongly agree; the Simply Good needs segment was in 
slightly greater agreement as well; however, although there was substantial understanding of 
growing or raising food to organic standards on the cost of production, this was by no means 
universal knowledge.  
 
Even more striking was the lack of knowledge as to whether “Local food is grown following organic 
practices.” More than half (56%) were neutral, with 19% – the highest for any of the statements –
saying they did not know. The neutral 37% who neither agreed nor disagreed may have been saying 
they weren’t sure, or they may have meant some is and some is not organically raised. Among 
respondents with an opinion, more disagreed (25%) than agreed (19%). 
 
This means the issue is ultimately moot in the Edmonton Region. There may be some confusion 
over whether local food is organic, but it is highly unlikely that a higher cost for local food would be 
perceived as the result of using organic food production practices.  
 
The conclusion is supported by the finding that the Organic Attributes and Health Matters 
segments showed higher agreement than the others that local food is grown following organic 
practices, yet they were no different in acknowledging the costs of organic production or in being 
prepared to pay more for local food. The finding is interesting because it suggests that these groups 
may have a propensity to believe that local food meets their particular needs, but to expect that at 
a price no different than products from elsewhere. 
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Selection of foods available 

Three statements were included that had implications for the selection of foods available (Chart 
13). 
 
There was far greater agreement (43%) than disagreement (12%) that “Alberta farmers should grow 
more variety or try something new or different.” Almost half the population sat on the fence on this 
question. They may not have known the full range of what was already being offered, or they may 
not have been able to envision just what was feasible that could increase the variety of foods 
produced locally; or they may not have cared.  
 

 
Chart 13: To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about Local Food? - Selection related statements 

 
Despite the level of favour expressed for greater variety or new products, Edmonton Region 
residents were very supportive of local producers when they did not agree that “Alberta farmers 
don’t know what consumers want.” Very few agreed (10%); many disagreed (46%) and almost as 
many (44%) were unable to decide one way or the other. The Organic Attributes cluster was more 
likely than the other needs segments to agree with this statement, implying that their needs were 
not being met as well as they could be. 
 
In recognition of research into urban food deserts that has been conducted in the City of 
Edmonton, a statement was included in the survey to examine whether respondents felt they faced 
the challenge of accessing “affordable, fresh and nutritious food.” As might be anticipated, the majority 
did not agree. Strong agreement was voiced by 7% overall.  
 
Respondents who were Price Driven were more likely to agree strongly (15%) as were 
respondents with a lower household income (10% of those with a household income under 
$60,000, the lowest classification used in the survey). Respondents in Forward Sortation Areas (FSA 
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- the first three digits of a postal code) that were more likely to “strongly” agree that they had 
access difficulties were frequently living in T5M (22%), T5W (23%) and T6T (21%). T6A residents 
expressed the highest overall agreement, mostly at the “somewhat agree” level (62% agreed in 
total). It needs to be noted that the bases for each FSA were extremely small. 
 

Promotion of local food 

Two statements referenced promotion. One of the options available to producers is to increase 
their efforts in reaching out to their customers, measured by the statement, “Individual farms or small 
groups of Alberta farms should promote directly to the consumer.” The results are shown in Chart 14. 
 

 
There was a great deal of support for the idea (66%) and virtually no opposition (5%). People 
would clearly be open to receiving farm-direct promotion, presumably because it would provide 
information they currently do not have access to. The Keep it Pure cluster, which had higher 
information needs, was more supportive than average; presumably they expect to learn about farms 
with products that meet their requirements. 
 
Recipes to encourage trial of new or unusual foods resonated with just over half the respondents 
(53% agreed “I’ll try new or unusual local foods if they come with recipes”), with relatively few rejecting 
the idea entirely. It is a sound and popular strategy, already well entrenched in the food industry.  
 

Knowledge of farming 

In their performance measurement research, Farm and Food Care Ontario discovered that urban 
residents tend to have little awareness of issues affecting the agriculture sector.7 They have found it 
useful to track knowledge of and interest in knowing more about farming practices. A similar 

                                                      
7. Farm and Food Care Ontario. Study of Canadian Attitudes towards Food and Farming 2012. 
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approach was adopted to quantify the situation in the Edmonton Region. The outcomes may be 
seen in Chart 15. 
 
One-in-four (25%) residents agreed that, “I am knowledgeable about Alberta farming practices,” while 
almost half (45%) disagreed. Despite appearing to understand the economic impacts of buying local 
food, the market apparently had little depth of knowledge about farm operations. 
 
In light of previous observations about the Organic Attributes cluster, it was interesting to find that 
they rated their knowledge lower than that of other segments. 
 

 
Chart 15: To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about Local Food? - Knowledge statements 

 
A far more positive result was that well over half (59%) indicated they had some interest when 
responding to the statement, “I want to know more about Alberta farming, agriculture and local food.” 
Note that this was not “learning” more but “knowing” more, with very different implications for the 
communication of such information. Consistent with their greater openness to hearing from farms, 
the Keep it Pure segment scored highest on this statement. 
 
One statement, new in the Edmonton research, tested the assertion of knowledge. Perhaps 
respondents underestimate what they do know, but more said, “I know what crops can and cannot 
be grown in Alberta” than felt that they were knowledgeable about farming practices (38%). 
However, most did not strongly agree, more than one-third (35%) disagreed and many others were 
unsure. 
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Expenditures on local food by market channel 

Questions were asked about visit frequency and spending on local food for up to five D2C and D2I 
market channels. In practice, over 90% of respondents provided this information for all of the 
channels where they purchased local food, based on either a “yes” or “assume yes” response. For 
respondents using more than five outlets, an algorithm that placed higher emphasis on market 
channels of greater interest to AF was applied. 
 
Information on the D2C channels was requested separately for two seasons, roughly based on 
farmers' market schedules. Winter was defined as November 2014 to April 2015 and summer as 
May to October 2015 (not coincidentally the month prior to the survey start date). 
 
Shorter periods for the D2I stores were covered as this would allow respondents to adjust for 
changes in shopping patterns, for example, in the summer barbeque months or over Christmas. As 
a result, information was requested for each of four quarters, starting with Q4 October to 
December 2014 and ending with Q3 June to September 2015.  
 
There were two exceptions to these patterns. CSA or farm food box program and restaurant and 
other eating establishment users8 were asked for information covering a 12 month period, from 
November 2014 to October 2015. 
 

TIMING OF LOCAL FOOD PURCHASES (SEASONALITY) 

An initial screening question determined whether the respondent had purchased local food at each 
applicable outlet in each season (D2C) or quarter (D2I). The D2I results are shown in Chart 16 
and D2C in Chart 17. 
 
The four D2I stores showed very similar patterns of purchase. Shopping for local food occurred 
more frequently in the second and third “summer” quarters than in the two “winter” quarters with 
the rate of purchase usually lowest in the first quarter. Small grocery stores were notable for having 
a true summer peak in Q3. 
 

                                                      
8. Respondents who said they had purchased local food at restaurants and other eating establishments were screened 

as to whether they or members of their households deliberately chose to eat at a restaurant or other type of eating 
establishment in Alberta, specifically because it served food prepared from local ingredients. One-in-four (26%) had 
done so, representing 16% of the total population. This subgroup provided expenditure information just for those 
visits. 
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Chart 16: In the past 12 months, did you purchase Local Food* from a … [outlet]* in … [quarter]? - D2I outlets 

 
Purchase patterns at D2C channels showed greater seasonal differences. In all cases, shopping for 
local food was far more likely to take place at least once in summer than in winter. The most 
extreme differences were found for farmers' markets and farm retail. 
 
As the sample bases for online-only suppliers, CSA or farm box programs and buying clubs were 
too small to be reliable, the data in this section were suppressed.9 Among the remaining channels, 
results from smaller sample bases should be understood to be less precise than those from 
channels with larger sample sizes. 
 

                                                      
9. Should written documents repeat findings about the use of online-only suppliers, CSA or farm box programs and 

buying clubs, they must include a cautionary note about the small sample size on which the results were based. This 
includes findings noted throughout the report. 
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Chart 17: In the past 12 months, did you purchase Local Food* from a … [outlet]** in … [season]? - D2C outlets 
 

 

FREQUENCY OF PURCHASE BY SEASON OR QUARTER 

Respondents were asked how often they had purchased local food from each D2I and D2C market 
channel in each season or quarter. Average purchase frequency among buyers in the period is 
shown in Table 20 and Table 21, along with the percentage of respondents who were unable 
and/or unwilling to provide a frequency estimate.  
 
Note that each period is based only on households that purchased in that timeframe, so averages 
cannot be added. The total annual number of visits was calculated for each household separately 
before being averaged. Respondents who did not answer for all seasons or quarters in which they 
purchased were omitted from the total.10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
10. Respondents had qualified to complete the survey by claiming at least major, if not full responsibility for shopping for 

food, which included “choosing food and being able to report estimated expenditures on food for your household.” 
In the Edmonton Region, rather than insisting that respondents provide an estimate, they were given the option to 
answer “Don’t know.” The non-response rates provide information that may be used to assess the methodology 
employed to estimate market value. 
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Table 20: Average number of visits by quarter and for the year – D2I  

D2I - DIRECT TO 
INTERMEDIATED 

Bought in: 

Q4 2014 Q1 2015 Q2 2015 Q3 2015 

October 
2014 to 

September 
2015 

Avg. 
# 

ii 
% 

Avg. 
# 

ii  
% 

Avg. 
# 

ii  
% 

Avg. 
# 

ii  
% 

Avg. 
# 

ii  
% 

Restaurant etc. chosen for 
local ingredients (n=159) Not applicable 8.1 14 

Health food, organic or 
natural food store (n=236) 

3.4 25 2.8 27 2.8 26 4.1 29 6.0 19 

Ethnic grocery store 
(n=327) 

4.8 19 5.4 26 4.3 25 4.5 22 9.7 20 

Specialty store (n=415) 5.1 25 5.3 26 5.6 26 4.9 23 10.3 19 

Small grocery store 
(n=279) 

7.3 34 4.8 37 5.1 33 5.9 32 12.3 26 

Table 20: Average number of visits by quarter and for the year – D2I 

Bases represent the total or annual base for each outlet. Seasonal bases were smaller. 
ii= Percent of purchasers in the period providing incomplete information for the period. 

 
Perhaps most notable about the D2I results was the clustering of the average purchase frequency 
reported in each quarter. The most pronounced difference was found for small grocery stores, 
which Edmonton Region residents appeared to visit more often in the fourth quarter than other 
periods of the year. 
 
Frequency was also marginally higher in the third quarter for health food, organic or natural food 
stores, while ethnic grocery stores peaked in the first quarter. 
 
The impact of this difference can be seen in the total number of visits made annually. The average 
for small grocery stores was 12.3, well above the 10.3 average for specialty stores and 9.7 for ethnic 
grocery stores. Restaurants and other eating establishments were next with 8.1 visits to restaurants 
chosen because they used local ingredients. The lowest average was found for health food, organic 
or natural food stores at 6.0 visits. 
 
Non-response was especially high for small grocery stores, at 26% for the year. It was lowest for 
restaurants and other eating establishments at 14%. The remaining D2I channels did not receive 
usable frequency estimates from one-in-five purchasers. 
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Table 21: Average number of visits by season and for the year – D2C  

D2C - DIRECT TO CONSUMER 

Bought in: 
Winter, November 

2014 through 
April 2015 

Summer, May 
through October 

2015 

October 2014 to 
September 2015 

Avg. # ii % Avg. # ii % Avg. # ii % 

Farmers' market (n=602) 6.2 7 6.3 13 7.4 6 

Directly from a farm or ranch (n=179) 5.3 16 7.3 20 8.3 11 

Online-only supplier (n=37)^ Bases too small to report  

CSA or farm box program (n=23)^ Not applicable 
Base too small to 
report 

Buying club (n=25)^ Bases too small to report 
Table 21 Average number of visits by season and for the year – D2C 

Bases represent the total or annual base for each outlet. Seasonal bases were smaller. 
ii= Percent of purchasers providing incomplete information for the period. 
^Note extremely small bases.  
 
Owing to the very small numbers of respondents who purchased at online-only suppliers, buying 
clubs and CSA or farm box programs the market value data was suppressed.  
 
The situation for each D2C channel was somewhat different than the D2I channels. Once they 
went at all, respondents reported visiting farmers' markets with similar frequency in summer and 
winter. However, purchasers at farm retail outlets were much different, reporting far more visits in 
summer than winter. 
 
The total annual number of visits was highest for farm retail at 8.3, followed by farmers' markets at 
7.4. 
 
The proportion of respondents who could not estimate visit frequency in each season was 
considerably lower than for the D2I channels – 6% for farmers' markets and 11% for farm retail.  
 
Chart 18 provides additional detail on the number of visits made annually to each market channel 
by those able to provide full information. 
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Chart 18: Total number of visits made in the 12 months October 2014 to September 2015 

 
Looking first at the D2I results, it was evident that small grocery stores stood out in attracting 
households making more than one trip per month (14+ purchasing trips per year). They had 
relatively few occasional shoppers who visited only once or twice a year and the highest median of 
all at six visits per year, with half making purchases less often and half visiting more often.  
 
The remaining D2I stores showed patterns of shopping frequency and loyalty that were similar to 
one another. Median use was four times per year for specialty stores, and three for the remaining 
channels. 
 
In the D2C category, farmers' markets were visited more often – not just one visit, but also not 14 
or more. The median was four, higher than for the farm retail which had a median of three visits.  
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PER PURCHASE SPENDING BY SEASON OR QUARTER 

Respondents were next asked what they last spent on local food in the season or quarter.11 The 
average spent among D2I buyers in each period is shown in Table 22.  
 
Once again, averages for each period were based only on households that purchased in that 
timeframe, so they cannot be added. Total spending for the year was calculated for each 
respondent separately before being averaged, provided that all applicable purchase frequency and 
amounts spent were recalled or estimated. 
 
Table 22: Average spent on last purchase by quarter and average annual total – D2I  

D2I - DIRECT TO 
INTERMEDIATED 

Last purchase in: Total for 
October 2014 
to September 

2015 
Q4 2014 Q1 2015 Q2 2015 Q3 2015 

Avg. 
$ 

ii 
 % 

Avg. 
$ 

ii 
 % 

Avg. 
$ 

ii 
 % 

Avg. 
$ 

ii 
 % 

Avg. 
$ 

ii 
 % 

Restaurant etc. chosen for 
local ingredients (n=159)  Not applicable 92 18 519 21 

Health food, organic or 
natural food store (n=236)  62 42 61 39 52 38 66 37 376 31 

Ethnic grocery store 
(n=327)  63 30 61 35 61 36 60 34 717 30 

Specialty store (n=415)  50 29 46 34 49 29 57 29 534 29 

Small grocery store 
(n=279)  58 44 59 48 55 44 54 42 801 39 
Table 22: Average spent on last purchase by quarter and average annual total – D2I 

Bases represent the total or annual base for each outlet. Seasonal bases were smaller. 
ii= Percent of purchasers in the period providing incomplete information for the period. 

 
The spending results for D2I channels show even tighter clustering in each quarter, suggesting that 
while there were small differences in frequency of purchase, average expenditures across the 
quarters did not vary much at all. The largest differences were found in Q2 for health food, organic 
or natural food stores (lower than the other quarters) and Q3 for specialty stores (higher). 
 
In addition, the average last purchase amounts did not vary much from one type of store to 
another. The only exception to this was restaurants and other eating establishments, where per visit 
spending was considerably higher. 
 
Once purchase frequency was also taken into consideration, there were notable differences in 
average annual spending. The highest expenditures were for small grocery stores ($801 per 
household), followed by ethnic grocery stores ($717). Specialty stores and restaurants and other 
eating establishments chosen for using local ingredients generated similar spending on local food 

                                                      
11. The method of estimating spending differed in several ways from the approach used in the Calgary Region so the 

results cannot be compared. 
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($534 and $519 respectively). Health food, organic or natural food stores had the lowest average 
among the D2I channels ($376). 
 
Incomplete information was especially likely to be found for small grocery stores, where annual 
spending could not be calculated for almost 40% of purchasers. It was lowest for restaurants and 
other eating establishments at 21%. In the other D2I channels, about 30% could not provide usable 
estimates. 
 
Table 23: Average spent on last purchase by season and average annual total – D2C  

 

Last purchase in: 

Total for 
October 2014 to 
September 2015 

Winter, November 
2014 through April 

2015 

Summer, May 
through October 

2015 

D2C - DIRECT TO CONSUMER Avg. $ ii % Avg. $ ii % Avg. $ ii % 

Farmers' market (n=602)  70 22 69 15 661 18 

Directly from a farm or ranch (n=179)  255 25 126 24 1,099 24 

Online-only supplier (n=37)^ Bases too small to report  

CSA or farm box program (n=23)^ Not applicable 
Base too small to 
report 

Buying club (n=25)^ Bases too small to report 
Table 23: Average spent on last purchase by season and average annual total – D2C 

Bases represent the total or annual base for each outlet. Seasonal bases were smaller. 
ii= Percent of purchasers in the period providing incomplete information for the period. 
^Note extremely small bases.  

 
Among the D2C channels with a sufficient response base to calculate averages (Table 23), farmers' 
markets had almost identical last visit expenditures on local food in the summer and winter seasons. 
The figures for farm retail couldn’t have been more different; average spending in winter was twice 
as high as in summer. 
 
Total annual spending on local food by purchasing households was highest for purchasing directly 
from a farm or ranch ($1,099). This figure was higher than for any D2I channels. 
 
Annual spending at farmers' markets at $661 fell just below that for ethnic grocery stores. 
 
The proportion of respondents who could not provide information to calculate their annual 
spending was lower than for the D2I channels at 18% for farmers' markets and 24% for farm retail. 
However, this still represents a substantial loss of sample on which to base population spending 
estimates, especially for less well used channels.  
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Chart 19 provides greater detail on the distribution of annual spending amounts for each market 
channel by those able to provide full information. 
 

 
Chart 19: Total spending in the 12 months October 2014 to September 2015 

 
The following observations may be made from the data: 
 
 The channels with the highest spending households were farm retail and small grocery stores, 

where over 30% spent $500 or more annually. 

 The channels with the lowest spending households were health food, organic or natural food 
stores and ethnic grocery stores (40% spent $50 or less over the year). 

 Restaurants and other eating establishments were notable for being solidly in the middle; very 
few purchasers were low spending households and an average proportion were in high 
spending categories. They were especially overrepresented in the $251 to $500 range.
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 Median expenditures on local food for each channel were as follows: 
 
D2I – DIRECT TO INTERMEDIATED 
Restaurant or other eating establishment $260 
Health food, organic or natural food store $100 
Ethnic grocery store    $  90 
Specialty store     $133 
Small grocery store    $210 

D2C – DIRECT TO CONSUMER 
Farmers' market     $150 
Directly from a farm or ranch   $300 

 

MARKET VALUE OF LOCAL FOOD BY CHANNEL 

Using a population estimate of approximately 515,000 households in the study region, total 
expenditures on local food for the 12 month period October/November 2014 to September/ 
October 2015 were estimated. The results are shown in Chart 20. 
 
Chart 20: Estimated spending October/November 2014 through September/October 2015 

 

 
Among the 10 market channels investigated, farmers' markets had the highest value. Total spending 
was estimated at $233 million. This channel had the highest level of awareness and knowledge and 
the largest proportion of local food purchasers among the D2C channels. It also has a greater 
opportunity for future growth in local food sales than any other market channel investigated. 
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There were four channels that received estimated local food expenditures of over $100 million. 
Three were D2C channels – ethnic grocery stores ($133 million), small grocery stores ($121 
million) and specialty stores ($114 million). The D2C channel was farm retail ($103 million).  
 
The remaining D2I market channels, health food, organic or natural food stores and restaurants 
chosen for the use of local ingredients were next at $46 million and $43 million respectively. 
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Market channel profiles 

Appendix II profiles respondents who purchased local food from each market channel on 
demographic criteria. The results are summarized below for each channel individually and take into 
account differences across all the measures. Appendix II also includes a note about channel 
segmentation efforts for the Edmonton Region. 
 

DIRECT TO MAINSTREAM MARKET CHANNELS 

Drug stores 

Local food purchasers at drug stores were more often young couples or young singles living alone 
who were fully responsible for food purchases for their households. Frequently unmarried, male, 
aged 18-34 years and born in the Edmonton Region, they were overrepresented in the lowest 
household income group (under $60,000 in 2014). Drug store purchasers were less likely than 
average to grow food for their own consumption.12  
 
On the positive side, drug store purchasers were more likely than average to say local food is easy 
to order, but they also chose terms like “quality doesn’t meet expectations,” “misleading marketing” 
and “don’t trust it” as barriers to purchase – or they did not know what their barriers were. 
 
However, they did agree at a higher rate that “Alberta farmers should grow more variety or 
something new or different,” that “Local food is grown following organic practices” (which was 
positively perceived as they were overrepresented in the Organic Attributes segment, particularly 
for vegetarian food). Perhaps explaining a lot, they also generated high ratings (and 10% strongly 
agreed) that “I find it difficult to get to a store or other place where affordable, fresh, nutritious food 
is available.” 
 
Drug store purchasers were more likely than other channels to choose juices, margarine, ketchup, 
wheat, poultry products (pot pies, smoked and bacon), cheese, cream, liquid honey, nuts, rice and 
prepared foods as local products they would like to see, or see more of. 
  

Convenience stores 

Convenience store users were far more likely than average – and even more so than drug store 
purchasers – to be male, aged 18-34, born in the Edmonton Region, unmarried and living alone. 
However, they were also overrepresented in the young family lifestage with children under the age 
of 13 years and so had larger than average households. They were overrepresented in the group 
that had completed a high school or post-secondary education and in the lower household income 
bracket. Convenience store purchasers were less likely to grow food for their own consumption. 
 

                                                      
12. A note on baseline urban farming measures for the City of Edmonton is included in Appendix II. 
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They were more likely than average to favour frozen food. They preferred “simple” foods, including 
such characteristics as having no chemicals, being MSG free and lactose-free. They were more likely 
to say local food has a “better appearance” and is “easy to order.”  
 
While they were the group most likely to say you can trust local food, for some a barrier was that 
quality does not meet expectations and they don’t trust the food. Also overrepresented compared 
to other channels, was the perception that local food takes extra preparation time, that they “don’t 
think about it” or don’t know what the barriers are. 
 
Convenience store users supported a number of attitude statements at a higher rate than average 
including, “Local food is grown following organic practices” and “The consumer should be prepared 
to pay more for local food.” However, they tended to be critical of local farmers, rating “Alberta 
farmers don’t know what consumers want” and “Alberta farmers should grow more variety or try 
something new or different” more highly than average. They were even more likely than drug store 
users to say “I find it difficult to get to a store or other place where affordable, fresh, nutritious food 
is available” (11% strongly agreed). On the whole, they were overrepresented in the Organic 
Attributes segment. 
 
Convenience store users mentioned buying local apples more often than average and also 
expressed a stronger desire for apples produced in Alberta. Other unmet local food needs included 
juices, canola oil, ketchup and mustard, wheat, pastries/ squares/ bars, veal and goat, jerky (beef and 
poultry), sandwich/ lunch meats, poultry bacon, ice cream, flavoured honey, beer, nuts, rice, soy/ 
tofu and prepared foods. 
 

Club stores 

Respondents purchasing local food at club stores had an above average household income and 
were married or living together as a couple with children in the household, so as a result they had 
larger than average households. 
 
Club Store users were more likely to fall into the Health Matters segment and to be reassured that 
local food is “government regulated/ tested.” 
 
Beer was mentioned more often as a local product bought by club store users; there were no 
unmet local food needs that were different to the population as a whole. 
 

Supermarkets 

As most local food purchasers said they had bought local food at a supermarket in the past 12 
months, there were no important differences in demographic, psychographic or local food need 
profiles when compared to all local food purchasers.  
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Mass merchandisers  

Those buying local food at mass merchandisers were only demographically overrepresented in being 
less likely than average to grow food for their own consumption. 
 
They were more confident in government regulation/ testing but identified “Lack of promotion of why 
to buy” local food as a barrier more often. They were the most likely of all channels to say “When I 
have a choice, I tend to buy cheaper food items.”  
 
Local foods bought at present by mass merchandiser customers did not differ from average. In terms of 
unmet needs, they had a higher propensity to check the “none” response in many food categories, 
though there were indications that local ketchup and ice cream were of interest.  
 

DIRECT TO INTERMEDIATED MARKET CHANNELS 

Restaurants and other eating establishments  

Similarly to supermarkets, the demographic, psychographic and local food needs profiles of those 
choosing restaurants and other eating establishments for their use of local ingredients showed no 
marked differences to the total population of local food purchasers. 
 

Health food, organic or natural food stores  

Patrons of health food, organic or natural food stores were considerably overrepresented among 
university graduates. They were more likely to live in the City of Edmonton and to be fully 
responsible for food shopping for their households. When they grew food at home, herbs were 
especially likely to be part of the mix.  
 
Health food, organic or natural food store patrons were overrepresented in the Organic Attributes 
cluster and were more likely to look for certified organic, non-GMO, vegan or vegetarian foods. As 
they were somewhat dubious about local food (“don’t trust it”) it is not surprising that they wanted 
to check for themselves, choosing “transparency of production practices” and “know the story 
behind the food” more often as important attributes. Their quest for knowledge was further 
confirmed in above average ratings for the statement “I want to know more about Alberta farming, 
agriculture and local food.” Greater engagement with food was also suggested by higher ratings for 
the statement “I’ll try new or unusual local foods if they come with recipes.” 
 
Users of this channel exhibited a higher level of environmental consciousness, choosing “farm 
practices protect the air, water, soil” as an important attribute and “better for the environment” as a 
motivator more often than average. 
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Although they considered “affordability/ cost of local food” as a barrier to purchase – or probably 
to purchase more local food – they also supported the statement “The consumer should be 
prepared to pay more for local food” at a higher rate. 
 
Local foods that were being purchased more often by health food, organic or natural food store 
customers included fruit (unspecified), beetroot and bell peppers. Unmet demand was found for: 
ancient grains, seeds, flour, butter, kefir, unpasteurized/ raw honey, soy/ tofu and ethnic foods. 
  

Ethnic grocery stores  

The most distinctive difference between respondents who reported buying local food at ethnic 
grocery stores and those buying from other channels was that a higher proportion lived in a 
household where someone had been born and raised outside Canada. Respondents born outside 
Canada were also overrepresented in this channel.13 
 
Ethnic grocery store shoppers were especially likely to live in the City of Edmonton, to be in the 
lower middle household income group ($60,000 to under $100,000 per annum) and to have 
completed a university education. They were slightly overrepresented in the older 55-64 years age 
group and more likely to have teenagers at home (age 13+). An above average proportion of 
households grew food at home for their own consumption, particularly herbs and vegetables. 
 
These shoppers were more likely to believe that local food has “better nutritional value” and were 
motivated by the opportunity to find local food that is “different, specialty or ethnic food.” 
Consistent with the latter need was above average endorsement of the statement “Alberta farmers 
should grow more variety or try something new or different.” Finally, higher support for the 
statement “The consumer should be prepared to pay more for local food” suggests that the 
availability of desired foods was a greater hindrance than willingness to pay. 
 
Purchasers at ethnic grocery stores were more likely to mention buying local flour than purchasers 
at other channels. Above average unmet demand was registered for locally produced salsas, salad 
dressings, mustards, vinegars/ flavoured vinegars, basil, lamb and goat, sausages, smoked poultry, 
blossom honey, soy/ tofu, ethnic foods and prepared foods. 
 

                                                      
13 A note on place of birth is included in Appendix II. 
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Specialty stores  

Specialty store shoppers had the highest average income of all channels and were more likely to 
have a university education.  
 
Users were classified slightly more often in the Simply Good needs cluster. Specialty stores provide 
the opportunity to find food that is “less/ minimally processed” and help “support Alberta small/ 
family farms.”  
 
Their patrons were especially interested in knowing more about the food they buy, valuing 
“transparency of production practices,” saying “I want to know more about Alberta farming, 
agriculture and local food” and backing that up by supporting two ways to achieve that: “Individual 
farms or small groups of Alberta farms should promote directly to the consumer” and “I’ll try new 
or unusual local foods if they come with recipes.” 
 
They were more likely than average to purchase locally made prepared foods and had above 
average interest in vinegars/ flavoured vinegars, ancient grains, lamb, elk and bison, poultry pot pies 
and cheese. 
 

Small grocery stores  

Small grocery stores were unique among D2I channels in including a very high proportion of local 
food shoppers who lived in the Region, both in towns and on farms/ ranches. 
 
They were less likely than average to live in immigrant households. More were males with a post-
secondary education and households were larger than average. 
 
They were motived at a higher rate by the thought that selecting Alberta products helped to 
support the provincial economy. The only barrier to purchase mentioned more often was the cost 
of transportation. 
 
Small grocery store shoppers claimed much greater knowledge about farming practices and were 
more likely to agree that “I know what crops can and cannot be grown in Alberta.” They were 
interested in new foods and recipes too. 
 
Their local food purchases resembled those of the population. Their identified areas of need 
included rolled oats for baking, bran, liquid honey and beer.  
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DIRECT TO CONSUMER MARKET CHANNELS 

Farmers' markets 

As this was such a widely used market channel, local food buyers at farmers' markets did not differ 
noticeably from the general demographic profile  
 
From a psychographic perspective, there were a few notable differences. Perhaps most important 
was choice of the barrier “only seasonal availability.” Farmers' market users also indicated that they 
valued “transparency of production practices” and were buoyed by the thought that they were 
supporting Alberta’s small/ family farms. They were open to learning more about new foods and 
trying recipes and overrepresented in the Simply Good needs cluster. 
 
Current local food purchases resembled the overall profile as did their unmet local food needs. 
 

Directly from a farm or ranch 

Farm retail buyers of local food were highly distinctive on a number of demographic variables. They 
were far more likely than any other channel users to grow food – especially herbs – for their own 
consumption at home. They were also the group most likely to share responsibility for household 
food purchases. 
 
Farm retail purchasers were more likely to live in the Region, both in urban areas and on farms/ 
ranches. They were especially likely to be younger (aged 35-44) married/ couples living in large 
households with younger children, particularly pre-schoolers. A high proportion of respondents 
were born in other Canadian provinces and households tended to not include residents who had 
been born outside the country. They were classified slightly more often in the Simply Good needs 
cluster. 
 
Purchases of raspberries, saskatoon berries and cheese were made directly from a farm or ranch at 
a higher rate than for other channels. Interest in a wide variety of local items was higher among 
users of this source, including: saskatoon berries, syrups, salad dressings, mustards, marinades, 
ancient grains, rolled oats for baking, multigrain flour, pasta, chives, chicken, goose, eggs, poultry pies/ 
pot pies, cheese, butter, yogurt, kefir, unpasteurized/ raw honey, fish and ethnic foods. 
 

Online-only suppliers, CSA or farm box programs and Buying 
clubs 

Sample bases for online-only suppliers, CSA or farm box programs and buying clubs were below 
the cut-off set for release of data.  
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Conclusions and recommendations 
The survey findings lend themselves to a number of conclusions regarding actions that could be 
taken to facilitate increased demand for local food. Some of the actions involve marketing and some 
relate to production. 
 

Marketing actions 

The first issue is awareness and familiarity. These form the basis for everything else and their 
importance should not be underestimated. 
 
 With the very successful exception of farmers' markets, most D2C market channels are 

handicapped by being virtually unknown. Basic awareness creation means being informed of the 
existence of such options as buying clubs, CSA or farm box programs and online-only suppliers. 
This is the first step to increasing demand for these outlets.  

While more widely known, farm retail, with its myriad types and locations of physical outlets 
that are not viewed cohesively by the consumer, remains unknown to almost half the potential 
market in the Edmonton Region. 

Effective publicity, whether through advertising, public relations, promotions, word-of-mouth or 
something else, is essential to creating the necessary awareness. Producer collaborations or 
regional partnerships would help to increase the reach of this publicity. 

 D2I stores, especially health food, organic or natural food stores, but also ethnic grocery stores, 
specialty stores and small grocery stores, enjoyed extensive awareness; however, depth of 
knowledge as revealed by familiarity ratings was limited. This key hurdle is often the result of 
not actually having visited or used the channel, or not having done so recently. There remains 
considerable room for improvement in exposure to these D2I outlets in the Edmonton Region. 

Among the D2C channels, online-only suppliers, CSA or farm box programs, buying clubs and 
farm retail were similarly challenged by low familiarity, even among those aware of them. 

For market activation, it is essential that exposure occurs to outlets and that potential buyers 
enjoy a positive experience while there, whether in a built facility or on a website. Virtual facility 
tours and the promotion of new features should help build this type of traffic. 

A challenge in the Edmonton Region was the fact that most D2I stores were found only in the 
City, while access to D2C outlets was limited by their location outside the City. This led some 
respondents to wish for greater accessibility, for example, “Living out in the country makes it 
harder to access the specialty stores that congregate in Edmonton” and “If there were a 
directory of farmers willing to sell directly to public, with electronic media information available, 
I would travel for my food.” One helpful change was noted as follows: “Once the government 
completes the Northern Anthony Henday we will have a better chance to get out to the local 
produce growers and purchase more local food.” Will producers and retailers take advantage of 
the completion of the ring road to promote the increased accessibility of their locations? 
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Most of all, respondents wished that Alberta products would be more widely available, 
especially from supermarkets and grocery stores (“Would definitely like to see more locally 
grown and healthier foods available in grocery stores”). Given the market penetration and likely 
frequency of purchase at supermarkets, should the outlets in this channel actually choose to 
supply and label local products on an ongoing basis, the many other smaller channels that have 
not adopted forward thinking, strategic marketing approaches that capture their unique 
proposition could quickly find themselves at a disadvantage. 

Potential long term competition aside, measures need to be identified that will help break 
down the physical boundaries in the Edmonton Region. For D2I stores, this might mean 
introducing online sales options – and publicizing their existence in the Region. For producers it 
might mean conscientious collection of customers’ e-mail addresses, for example at farmers' 
markets or other events and then cross-selling alternative D2C options (such as their or 
partners’ CSA subscription programs, U-Pick opportunities, etc.) via e-mail communication and 
links to a website where orders can be placed. 

Several respondents made it clear that they would welcome these types of initiatives. For 
example: “It can be difficult to locate local producers that sell directly to consumers. I want to 
buy ethically raised and butchered animals that have limited hormones added to feed. Once I 
have a supplier I am happy to pay a little more for the higher quality, taste and support of local 
farmers” and “I would like to know more about local farms that sell food directly to the public. I 
feel that if I could buy local products at a reasonable price I would buy more locally grown 
products. I like things grown in Alberta and fresh foods with no pesticides or preservatives.” 

 
The next issue is where potential growth in the purchase of local foods will come from. This should 
drive further marketing efforts. 
 
 One of the growth sources is represented by consumer openness to using new market 

channels. Lack of interest will limit the potential for market growth from new sectors of the 
population.  

The survey suggested that the majority of the population (54%) was not interested in actively 
seeking out any new or unknown market channels, based on the written descriptions provided. 

Many D2C channels – buying clubs, online-only suppliers and CSA or farm box programs – 
showed evidence of appealing to niche markets, since many times more respondents said they 
would not seek them out as were prepared to try them. 

Nonetheless, the amount of interest that was expressed translated into real potential for 
proportionately significant gains in these D2C channels, as well as for farm retail. 

 For specialty stores in particular, also other D2I channels, even larger impacts could be 
experienced by converting existing shoppers who do not buy local food there, to local food 
purchasers. Active in-store/ on-site supply, identification and promotion of local food products 
will be needed for this to happen. 

The same applies to farmers' markets and farm retail, where local origin needs to be explicitly 
emphasized to ensure customers make the link between what they see and where it comes 
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from. Farmers' markets in particular are pivotal to the image of local food and noticeable 
movement away from local sourcing could risk the credibility of the entire local food 
movement. 

 The final segment that can contribute to growth is existing customers. Those who already buy 
local food can increase the frequency, amount and/or value of their purchases. Based on the 
survey results, it is anticipated that growth from existing buyers will be most significant for 
farmers' markets … provided that they are encouraged to follow-up on this impulse.  

In addition, all D2I channels – and specialty stores in particular – should actively cultivate their 
existing customer base. As with other growth opportunities, customers will require support for 
an increased propensity to purchase to actually come to fruition, whether it be in marketing 
(including encouragement of repeat visits and labelling) or assuring that product is available, or 
both. 

Restaurants, the only counter-trend channel, appear to be most at risk of being affected by loss 
of existing customers. There was some evidence that this might be related to income (20% of 
respondents with an income under $60,000 were likely to cut back) but this was not a trend 
that carried through the other income categories. The economic downturn that started to 
impact the Edmonton Region at the time of the survey may have been part of the reason; 
however, some of the D2I stores also represent discretionary spending for many people, yet 
they were not affected to the same degree. It is more likely that restaurants need to renew 
their promotion of the use of local ingredients. Doing so should not preclude creating novelty 
by featuring the hot new flavour of the year beloved of professional chefs; that could still be 
featured alongside the values attributed to local food. 

There were many respondents who pointed out that promotion of local food items carried in 
stores or used by a restaurant is necessary for them to identify and favour the product (“I look 
for food labelled local but I don't see it very often. In Quebec you see it much more often than 
in Alberta” and “I think that I'm uneducated in what normal grocery purchases are considered 
local food. In my head I was only thinking of foods that I go to farmers’ markets or specialty 
stores for, but it occurs to me that there is probably food in our regular grocery store that is 
considered local. If these items were labelled I would consider them over other products”). The 
point of purchase is where they make their decisions and efforts to support them at the point 
of sale are vital. As long as customers express preference for local food, labelling will be the 
simplest and most important support that can be provided. In this regard, one respondent 
suggested that grocery stores adopt the Localize labelling program to communicate this 
information. 

 
Purchasing behaviour, psychographics and demographics present specific opportunities to improve 
channel marketing and to target local food market sectors. 
 
 For farmers' markets, the flagship local food channel, it will be important to take advantage of 

the psychographic results of the survey if growth in trip frequency and/or spending per trip is to 
be achieved from within the existing market. Seasonal availability was the most important 
barrier, measured not only in the quantitative elements of the survey, but also referred to 
repeatedly in the comments (“I would love to see a year round indoor market, possibly 
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downtown where it is convenient to get to”). The potential for more farmers' markets 
operating in year-round facilities – with better hours of operation – is worth further 
investigation. In the off-season, consumers would appreciate one-stop access to fresh 
greenhouse produce along with other generally desired local foods in the non-produce 
categories, such as farm fresh eggs, meats, cheese and comfort foods like baked goods. 

The opportunity to diversify the product line and help consumers learn about new and seasonal 
foods through straightforward recipes exists for farmers' markets, as well as the D2I stores. For 
example, recipes could be used as an approach to introduce less familiar fall root crops to a 
wider audience. Online communication would be an essential tool to encourage and sustain 
interest in a season not typically associated with farmers' markets. And year-round, farmers' 
market web pages would provide the opportunity to profile suppliers, demonstrating 
transparency of production practices and helping buyers feel good about their actions to 
support Alberta’s small/ family farms. 

 For the second most important D2C channel, farm retail or purchasing directly from a farm, 
increasing frequency of purchase among existing customers should be the key objective, bearing 
in mind their higher propensity to be young families living in the Region, often holding product 
expectations developed in other parts of Canada. Promotions that showcase the product line 
as it will and does evolve over time (e.g., in-bag coupons, online production schedules and/or e-
mail notification of new product arrivals) would be one way that this could be achieved.  

 Among shoppers at health food, organic or natural food stores and the young patrons of drug 
stores and convenience stores, there was a noticeable affinity for organic products, values and 
production practices. Although only a small proportion of respondents wanted certified organic 
products, the values and practices embraced under the organic umbrella had far wider appeal.  

An opportunity in these channels exists to highlight such supplier qualities as humane animal 
treatment, relevant components understood under the term “chemical free,” the use of non-
GMO products and environmentally friendly practices. A further advantage for some of these 
channels would be the ability to simultaneously invite often-dubious customers to check the 
information for themselves. 

 The backbone of ethnic store customers appeared to be immigrant households. They were 
frustrated in their efforts to find fresh nutritious food that met their needs; yet on their list of 
desired foods, only goat and lamb could be considered anything less than mainstream products. 
It may be that the ethnic food stores are the real target for educational efforts rather than the 
customers voicing the needs. 

Successive waves of immigrants reaching Edmonton from many different countries over the 
recent past have established restaurants that showcased their own cuisine. Aided by food-
based multicultural festivals, Edmontonians have embraced these diverse tastes. Edmonton’s 
love affair with green onion cake is a case in point and the more frequently chosen Asian foods/ 
prepared foods in this survey confirms how the population at large is comfortable with many 
cultural food options. While some shop at ethnic food stores, the appeal is much broader and 
could easily be incorporated by other channels where the ingredients are local but the flavours 
are intentionally international.  
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 Well-heeled farmers' market, specialty store and farm retail shoppers were overrepresented in 
the Simply Good cluster and were attracted by minimally processed, fresh, high quality foods 
which they could buy while supporting Alberta’s producers. They were particularly open to 
knowing more about production practices and to hearing directly from producers – a clearly 
defined opportunity to pro-actively profile the suppliers to these channels, especially if the 
stores or producers have or are willing to collect e-mail information and permissions from their 
customer base. 

 The need for information – particularly to “know how, where and when to buy” was another 
important barrier to identifying and buying local food. New and more visible labelling and 
signage would help to address the concern, along with promotion of local products under an 
appropriate banner.  

Information was needed more in the Keep it Pure and Simply Good clusters who were found 
in most channels.  

 Access was an issue for farmers' markets, but also appeared to help stimulate use of 
convenience stores and drug stores where respondents were young and busy or felt they met 
the criteria of living in a food desert.  

 

Production values 

In describing and explaining the marketing actions that could be embraced from the survey results, 
there was inevitably reference to the production attributes preferred by a psychographic cluster or 
by shoppers at a particular channel. This information contributed valuable insight into their profiles. 
 
In this section, consumer demand for production attributes is addressed from a producer perspective. 
 
 The fact that there were no standout food qualities and production attributes makes it difficult 

to be directed by simply accommodating the most popularly sought after characteristics. The 
highest mentioned attributes were reasonably widely held – “no preservatives, additives or 
fillers,” “fresh [food],” “complete list of ingredients,” “no chemicals” and “pesticide free,” but did 
not go so far as to require organic certification or even an assurance that organic or natural 
farming practices should be followed.  

 The four needs clusters each told a fairly cohesive story about their values and preferences. By 
embracing the whole story rather than choosing a few more popular or convenient production 
values, it would be possible to both produce and market to a selected segment or segments 
with a product and story that will resonate with them. For example, there were indications that 
the needs of the Organic Attributes cluster were not being met as well as they could be and 
this either requires improvement on the production side, or better communication of what is 
being done. 

 Local food needs to be competitively priced. Most survey respondents were price sensitive in 
general and opposed to paying more for local food in particular. A typical comment received 
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was “I would truly love to buy and support local as much as possible, but the cost is extremely 
prohibitive.” 

This was often – but not always – because they cannot afford to pay more. If the mass market 
is the objective, as opposed to households with a very high income or that have many 
requirements of their food to ensure their own health or well-being, then competitive pricing is 
a core requirement. At this point in time the only alternative is to make it apparent to 
consumers what the benefits to them personally are when they buy higher priced local food; it 
would be more difficult and costly to communicate – and get widespread buy-in – to the 
reasons why local food may be more costly to produce when there is no middleman and less 
transportation is involved.  

 
The survey also addressed unmet locally produced food needs. 
 
 On the selection front, respondents were most likely to agree with the statement “Alberta 

farmers should grow more variety or try something new or different” confirming that unmet 
needs do exist. One respondent put it this way “I wish there was Alberta grown garlic, also 
fancy potatoes like banana potatoes, also parsnips ... more local root vegetables. I like that I can 
now buy local natural pork in Safeway. I like that I can buy locally made frozen green onion 
cakes.” 

 Current local food purchases were dominated by the fresh produce category, especially 
vegetables. Meats, products made of grains, poultry, dairy/ dairy products and poultry products 
were the only other sectors that came to mind in a substantive way.   

Once prompted with lists of products in 15 categories, additional local foods were selected that 
respondents would like to see, or see more of.  

 The following is a brief summary of the biggest opportunities within each category as expressed 
by local food purchasers and those who intend to buy local food in the next 12 months. 

 Poultry products were selected by the largest proportion of respondents. Items named as 
current local food buys were almost exclusively eggs. Future demand would still be strongly 
dominated by eggs, but there was solid interest in poultry pot pies/ pies, poultry sausage 
and poultry bacon.  

 For products made of fruits and vegetables, the strongest value-added opportunities were 
for jams, pickles and salsas, followed by fruit or vegetable pies, juices and dips. 

 The demand for fresh, frozen, canned or dried fruits or vegetables was focused somewhat 
more on fruit than vegetables (which had stronger current demand). Berries of all types 
collectively dominated the fruit requests, followed by apples. These already top the list of 
local fruits currently bought, suggesting that availability or accessibility may be barriers to 
purchase. A wide variety of sought after vegetables were named, with only asparagus 
among the top choices that were not already high on the current demand list. 

 Dairy and dairy products were next, with cheese being the most frequently mentioned 
item, followed successively by milk, butter, yogurt and ice cream. 
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 The poultry category was led by chicken, followed by turkey. Duck was a distant third. This 
represented a major change from current use which was almost exclusively chicken and 
suggests that an opportunity for diversification exists. 

 Interest in meats, already in substantial demand, was led by beef, followed by pork and 
bison. Bison was chosen almost as often as pork, indicating that there may be an 
opportunity for increased bison production.  

 Condiments and spreads that were chosen most often were salad dressings and canola oil. 

 Meat products of greatest interest were led by bacon, followed by sausages, ham and 
hamburger patties. 

 The category covering products made of grains was again dominated by bread. Other grain 
products of interest included pasta, buns/ bagels/ rolls and cold breakfast cereal. 

 Demand in the herbs and spices category was highest for locally grown garlic. Basil and dill 
were chosen frequently as well. 

 The leading alternative proteins were nuts, fish, rice and lentils.  

 Honey was next, with interest being expressed mainly in liquid honey. Also chosen were 
blossom honey, thick/ cream honey and unpasteurized/ raw honey, with the latter 
suggesting that an advantage is to be gained based on perceptions of processed honey as 
less than pure. 

 Highest demand for grains was for flours and ancient grains. They were followed by rolled 
oats for baking and seeds.  

 Relatively few made choices in the alcoholic beverages category. Those that did, expressed 
interest primarily in beer and wine. 

 Another category that few showed interest in was the “other” products category, which 
contained options to provide suggestions relating to ethnic food and prepared foods. Ethnic 
foods and flavours of various types were mentioned, most often Indian fare. 

 

Other issues 

Other issues that were identified included the following: 
 
 Few living in the Edmonton Region considered themselves knowledgeable about Alberta 

farming practices. This meant that most were really not in a position to assess local producers 
and were left to make judgements based on impressions gained from other sources, including 
misinformation and no information at all. 

In contrast, the majority wanted to know more about farming, agriculture and food, which 
offers a wonderful opportunity to communicate about the issues that face the agriculture 
community, including those concerning production practices.  

The key will be to offer this information in “sound bites” (even if written) as “knowing more” 
has been shown to not be the same as the weightier and more demanding “learning more.” 
This applies whether a community-wide campaign is under consideration or a single farm 
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wishes to talk about their concerns or practices. The only exceptions might be when targeting 
specific information-seeking segments, such as the Keep it Pure and Simply Good clusters. 

 Even though many respondents commented that this was an interesting and informative survey, 
it was not without critics. Most important was discomfort answering the expenditure questions 
when they could not recall visit frequency or spending and were also not able to provide an 
estimate. Further evidence of the issue was displayed by the frequency with which incomplete 
information was provided, especially for spending and more for D2I than D2C channels.  

The biggest barrier was length of recall. This is a serious concern as the more respondents 
there are who are unable to estimate, the smaller the base for each channel becomes and the 
larger the potential estimation error (or the larger the sample needs to be).  

Respondents can be forced to provide estimates; their task can be simplified by asking them to 
choose a response category within a realistic range; the number of periods could be reduced 
for D2I channels from quarterly to two seasons as the estimates mostly did not differ much 
between the quarters; or respondents could be asked to recall the information on an unaided 
basis for a much shorter recent period (ideally one month to minimize memory decay, possibly 
three). While the latter option would yield the most accurate data, it would also yield only a 
small amount of data for each respondent. In this case, the entire approach to generating 
spending figures from the survey data and estimating annual expenditures by the population 
would need to be rethought. 
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Appendix I: 
Online survey sample distribution, response and 
incidence rates 
 
 



 

  

Unweighted and weighted sample profile 
 
The table below profiles the achieved or unweighted sample (un), and the final weighted 
distribution (n) on selected criteria. 
 
           Profile of the unweighted (un) and weighted (n) sample 

 
Achieved sample 

un=1,000 
% 

Weighted sample 
n=1,000 

% 

Place of residence   

City of Edmonton 70 70 

Region 30 30 

Age   

18-34 21 24 

35-44 18 19 

45-54 21 22 

55-64 21 17 

65+ 19 17 

Gender   

Male 35 35 

Female 65 65 

Note: Figures do not always add to 100% due to rounding 

 
Weighting corrected for imbalances in age based on household maintainer profiles in the City and 
Region from the 2011 National Household Survey.  
 
It did not significantly affect the gender distribution which was validated against the 2012 Alternative 
Agricultural Markets study. 
 



 

  

Sample response and incidence rates 
 
A total of 19,788 invitations to participate were sent out, with responses being received from 2,255 
panel members, for an 11% response rate.  
 
Among those responding, 142 were rejected as quotas were full and 501 were incomplete.  
 
1,000 completed the survey, which represents an incidence rate of 44% of all who responded.  
 
The remaining 612 were screened but disqualified because they either did not meet specific sample 
or validation criteria. 
 
The screened respondent distribution (n=1,612) was as follows: 
 

 % 

Disqualified  

 Household member works in market research, media or advertising 3 

 Purchase food for commercial purposes 12 

 Not responsible for food shopping/ unable to report household expenditures 10 

 Not in correct age group (i.e. under 18) <1 

 Not in geographic region (defined by FSA or postal code) 4 

 Failed to pass validation checks 7 

 Rejected for another reason 2 

Qualified and complete 62 

Note: Figures do not always add to 100% due to rounding. 

 



 

  

 
 
 

Appendix II: 
Demographic profile of local food purchasers 
Notes on demographic criteria 
Number of channels where local food was bought 
 



 

  

Demographic profile of local food purchasers by channel 

Weighted n= 
 

Unweighted un= 

Total 
948 
% 

949 

Drug 
Store 
222 
% 

215 

Convenience 
Store 
177 
% 

169 

Club 
Store 
564 
% 

564 

Supermarket 
858 
% 

861 

Mass 
Merchandiser 

540 
% 

536 

Restaurant or 
Other Eating 

Establishment 
619 
% 

615 

Health Food, 
Organic or Natural 

Food Store 
236 
% 

231 

Ethnic 
Food 
Store 
361 
% 

362 

Specialty 
Store 
415 
% 

416 

Small 
Grocery 

Store 
294 
% 

293 

Farmers' 
Market 

684 
% 

685 

Directly 
from a Farm 

or Ranch 
182 
% 

177  

Responsibility for shopping for food for the household (including choosing food and being 
able to report estimated expenditures on food for your household)         

Fully responsible 52 60 56 50 51 50 52 60 55 52 52 50 46  
Have major responsibility 48 40 44 50 49 50 48 40 45 48 48 50 54  

Whether and where grow food for household consumption 

At home  43 38 36 44 44 39 44 47 48 46 45 46 62  
Elsewhere 2 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 3  
No 55 59 61 55 54 59 55 51 50 52 53 52 36  

Region of residence 

City of Edmonton 70 73 71 72 70 71 71 76 81 72 62 68 55  
Edmonton Region urban           28 23 26 27 28 27 26 23 18 25 33 30 39  
Edmonton Region on a farm/ 
ranch 

2 4 4 2 2 2 2 1 1 2 4 3 6  

Whether anyone in household was born and raised outside Canada 

Yes 21 23 21 23 21 22 20 24 29 21 16 19 16  
No 79 77 79 77 79 78 80 76 71 79 84 81 84  

Respondent place of birth 

In the Edmonton Region** 37 44 45 37 36 36 36 36 34 41 39 37 36  
Elsewhere in Alberta 16 10 12 17 17 15 16 15 14 14 15 17 14  
Another Canadian province 32 27 29 31 33 32 34 30 30 29 36 32 41  
Outside Canada 15 18 15 16 15 16 14 19 22 15 10 13 9  

Household Life Stage 

Young couple/ single 18 23 27 15 17 16 18 20 15 16 16 17 14  
Young family 23 24 28 25 23 25 24 26 20 25 26 24 31  
Older family 17 16 16 20 17 17 17 18 21 16 18 16 18  
Empty nesters 25 20 16 27 26 26 23 21 27 29 26 27 25  
Older singles/ group 16 17 14 13 17 16 18* 15 18 14 15 16 13  
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Weighted n= 
 

Unweighted un= 

Total 
948 
% 

949 

Drug 
Store 
222 
% 

215 

Convenience 
Store 
177 
% 

169 

Club 
Store 
564 
% 

564 

Supermarket 
858 
% 

861 

Mass 
Merchandiser 

540 
% 

536 

Restaurant or 
Other Eating 

Establishment 
619 
% 

615 

Health Food, 
Organic or Natural 

Food Store 
236 
% 

231 

Ethnic 
Food 
Store 
361 
% 

362 

Specialty 
Store 
415 
% 

416 

Small 
Grocery 

Store 
294 
% 

293 

Farmers' 
Market 

684 
% 

685 

Directly 
from a Farm 

or Ranch 
182 
% 

177  

Average household size 2.62 2.63 2.75 2.75 2.62 2.66 2.61 2.62 2.56 2.64 2.73 2.65 2.90  

Children in household 

With children  40 40 43 45 40 42 41 44 40 41 44 40 49  
No children 60 60 57 55 60 58 59 56 60 59 56 60 51  

Gender 

Male            35 41 49 36 36 37 38 33 37 37 43 34 33  
Female  65 59 51 64 64 63 62 67 63 63 57 66 67  

 Age 

18-34 24 29 38 23 22 23 24 26 21 23 21 22 20  
35-44 19 19 19 19 19 18 18 22 17 19 21 19 25  
45-54 22 22 20 21 22 23 23 25 22 22 23 22 23  
55-64 18 14 13 18 18 17 18 17 22 19 18 18 18  
65 or older 18 16 11 19 18 19 17 9 18 18 17 18 14  

Marital status 

Single/ never married 19 24 30 16 18 19 20 20 21 15 17 16 13  
Married or living together as a 
couple 

67 61 59 72 68 68 65 66 63 71 68 70 79  

Divorced/ widowed/ separated 14 15 12 12 14 13 15 15 16 14 15 14 8  

Highest certificate, diploma or degree completed to date 

High school or less 24 27 28 25 24 27 24 16 19 19 28 22 19  
Post-secondary 45 48 49 45 45 45 43 44 45 44 50 45 47  
University  31 26 23 30 31 28 33 41 36 37 22 33 34  

Total household income, before taxes and other deductions in 2014 

Up to $100,000 59 64 64 55 58 59 56 60 62 55 59 57 61  
Over $100,000 40 34 34 43 41 39 43 39 37 43 39 42 37  
No response altogether 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 2  
Average income ($000) $90 $86 $86 $94 $91 $90 $93 $90 $90 $95 $88 $93 $90  



 

  

Notes on demographic criteria 

PATTERNS OF SHOPPING CHANNEL USE 

Data relating to the purchase of local food by shopping channel was factor analysed. Five 
interpretable components emerged that were similar to the groups found in other studies.  
 
Following the methodology used in the Calgary Region study and in previous surveys, each 
respondent was allocated to the segment in which they had the highest component score, 
classifying local food buyers into shopping segments representing the mix of outlets that was most 
likely to be (but not necessarily exclusively) used together.  
 
Unlike previous studies, however, the segments that resulted did not clearly reflect the components 
obtained in the factor analysis. Multiple variations were attempted to improve the interpretability of 
the segments, including using alternative cluster analysis methods, without success. Furthermore, 
when the segments were cross-tabulated against the survey results, few showed notable differences. 
 
As a result, each channel has been profiled separately in the analysis.  
 



 

  

INFORMATION ON PLACE OF BIRTH 

Two questions were asked in the survey about migration and immigration. 
 
 Was anyone in your household born and raised outside Canada? 

 Where were you born? 
 
Over half the survey respondents had been born in Alberta, one-third had migrated from other 
provinces and 15% had been born outside Canada. An even larger proportion of households (21%) 
included someone who had been born and raised in another country. When both criteria were 
combined, it was found that 22% of households in the survey included immigrants. This compares 
well with the 2011 National Household Survey profile which showed that 20% of the Edmonton 
Region’s residents were immigrants. 
 
The reason for exploring immigration status was the expectation that people who were born and 
lived in other countries would want at least some food that was culturally familiar. The chart below 
shows that over 90% of immigrant households included at least one member who had been both 
born and raised outside Canada. This means the vast majority of these households would likely 
want access to foods they had enjoyed in their home countries.  
 

 
 
Over one-third of respondents were Canadian born, but helped satisfy the food needs of those in 
the household who were from other countries. 
 
In well over half the households the respondent was born and raised outside Canada, suggesting 
that most were in a good position to respond about ethno-cultural food needs.   

59%

6%

35%

Makeup of immigrant households
(Base: Respondent or other household residents born/raised outside Canada n=224)

Respondent and others born and
raised outside Canada

Respondent born, but no one in
household raised outside Canada

Respondent Canadian born, others in
household born and raised outside
Canada
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BASELINE URBAN FARMING MEASURES 

The Edmonton Food Council has promoted various urban farming initiatives including the use of 
community farms and licences permitting residents to keep hens and bees. 
 
A few respondents commented spontaneously on issues relating to urban farming – from the need 
for promotion of backyard and community garden food production to the need for a “serious” 
sharecropping program. 
 
These and complementary activities in the City of Edmonton were reported to be occurring at the 
rates shown in the table below. 
 

 

City of Edmonton  
n=695 

% 

Whether and where grew food for 
household consumption 

 

At home 40 

In a community garden 1 

Somewhere else (e.g., on a farm) 2 

Do not grow food 58 

What was cultivated  

Vegetables 34 

Herbs 23 

Fruit 19 

Bees 1 

Hens <1 

Other (e.g., cattle) 1 

     Note: Multiple responses were possible. 
 



 

  

Number of channels where local food was bought 

The Pareto-style charts below show how many channels were used by respondents to purchase 
local food in the past 12 months from all 15 channels covered in the survey and from just the D2C 
and D2I channels. 
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Appendix III: 
Questionnaire 
 



1. 

Local Food in the Edmonton Region: November 2015     
 
 
INTRODUCTION TO MEET FOIP REQUIREMENTS  
 
Infact Research and Consulting Inc. are conducting market research on behalf of Alberta Agriculture and 
Forestry to explore resident attitudes to and demand for food in the Edmonton Region.   
 
Your name and contact information will not be requested in the survey and only aggregated, non-identifying 
information will be published. Personal information is collected for the purpose of research. Collection is 
authorized under section 33(c) of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy (FOIP) Act and will be 
managed and protected in accordance with the Act.   
 
Questions about the collection of personal information may be directed to: 
 
Mimi Lee, New Venture Economist, Agriculture and Forestry. 
Provincial Building, #230, 4709 - 44 Avenue, Stony Plain, AB T7Z 1N4 
Phone: (780) 968-3552  Mimi.Lee@gov.ab.ca   
 
 
 

For all other questions about the survey, please contact: 
 
Enid Markus, Infact Research and Consulting Inc. 
emarkus@infactresearch.com  

 
 
 
RESPONDENT SCREENING AND MARKET PROFILES (PART 1)  
To start, we’d like to ask you some basic questions to ensure that we obtain a representative sample of 
households in the Edmonton Region*.  
*The region includes households in the City of Edmonton, Sherwood Park, St. Albert, Spruce Grove, Leduc, 
Stony Plain, Fort Saskatchewan, Brazeau County, Leduc County, Parkland County, Strathcona County, 
Sturgeon County, Wetaskiwin County, Indian Reserves and cities, towns, villages and hamlets in these counties. 
 
1. Do you or any members of your immediate family work for any of the following types of 

organizations: 
 

A market research firm  SCREEN OUT 
A newspaper, radio or TV station SCREEN OUT 
An advertising agency  SCREEN OUT 
None of these      

 
2. Do you or any members of your immediate family make purchasing decisions about food for 

COMMERCIAL PURPOSES, such as restaurants or other food service businesses? 
 

Yes  SCREEN OUT  
No  

 



2. 

3. Are you responsible for shopping for food FOR YOUR HOUSEHOLD? That would include choosing 
food and being able to report estimated expenditures on food for your household. 

 
Yes, fully responsible   
Yes, have major responsibility  
No  SCREEN OUT 
 

4. Are you:  
 

Male  
Female  

 
5. Which of the following age groups are you in?  

 
17 years and under   SCREEN OUT 
18-34    
35-44    
45-54     
55-64    
65 or older     

 
6. What are the first three digits of your postal code?  
 

• • •  SCREEN OUT IF NOT ON LIST OF QUALIFYING FSAs. 
 
ASK IF Q6=T0*.  
7. What are the last three digits of your postal code?  

 
• • •   • • •  SCREEN OUT IF NOT ON LIST OF QUALIFYING POSTAL CODES.   
 

CHECK GENDER, AGE AND LOCATION QUOTAS  
  

 
AWARENESS AND USE OF ALL FOOD CHANNELS 
 
Please take the time to read carefully through the listed food suppliers or food outlets before answering 
the questions that follow on the next few pages. 
 
9. Have you heard of each of the following types of food suppliers or food outlets in the Edmonton 

region?  
Select “Yes” or “No” for each item. 
*Hover over the asterisk to see the description of the Edmonton Region again. 
 

1. DRUG STORE (like London Drugs, Shoppers Drug Mart or Rexall Drugs)  
2. CONVENIENCE STORE (for example, Mac's, 7-Eleven, Winks, Reddi Mart, Esso On the Run, Petro 

Canada Super Stop, Tags Food & Gas, Husky, Mohawk, Shell, Fas Gas)  
3. CLUB STORE (for example, Costco, Real Canadian Wholesale Club, or The Grocery People 

Warehouse Market)  
4. ETHNIC GROCERY STORE (like the Italian Centre Shop, T&T Supermarket or other Asian, Indian, 

European, Middle Eastern, Latin, etc. store)  



3. 

5. SMALL GROCERY STORE (like Extra Foods, Shop Easy Foods, Bigway Foods, AG Foods or Giant 
Tiger)  

6. SUPERMARKET (for example, Superstore, Safeway, Sobeys, Save-On-Foods, IGA, Co-Op, No Frills or 
a REGULAR Walmart store)  

7. MASS MERCHANDISER (for example, a Walmart SUPERCENTER)  
8. HEALTH FOOD, NATURAL OR ORGANIC FOOD STORE OR MARKET (like Planet Organic, Earth’s 

General Store, Amaranth Whole Foods, Blush Lane or Whole Foods Market)  
9. SPECIALTY STORE (a butcher like Acme Meat Market, a bakery like Duchess Bake Shop or Bon Ton 

Bakery, a deli like Sunterra Market, a fish or seafood store like Odyssey Inland or Bicoastal Seafoods or 
an in-town produce store such as H&W Produce)  

10. ONLINE-ONLY SUPPLIER (from an online-only company that represents a group of farms or combines 
products from many suppliers (like SPUD, Green Earth Organics or The Organic Box). They will take 
your order on the Internet and deliver to you at home or to a convenient central location for pick-up) IF 
YES: Please name the company/ies you have heard of _____________  

11. BUYING CLUB (a group of people who get together to buy in bulk at a lower cost and then share out the 
purchases made)  

12. CSA OR FARM BOX PROGRAM (CSA means Community Supported Agriculture or Community Shared 
Agriculture. In both CSAs and Farm Box Programs, households purchase a subscription ahead of time 
from a farm or group of farms to receive a box of freshly harvested food such as fruit and vegetables, 
dairy or meat products each week throughout the season)  

13. FARMERS' MARKET (a place or space with stalls or tables, which is open on a regular scheduled 
basis, where one can buy food like fresh fruits and vegetables, herbs, honey, meat and other farm 
products, including processed food like jams, pies and sausages)  

14. DIRECTLY FROM A FARM OR RANCH (you buy food at a farm or ranch gate, a farm or ranch store, a 
roadside stand, stall or truck, a U-Pick farm or a Hutterite colony. Food could include fresh fruits and 
vegetables, herbs, honey, meat and other farm products, including processed food like wine, jams, pies 
and sausages)   

15. RESTAURANT OR OTHER EATING ESTABLISHMENT (restaurant, hotel restaurant, diner, grill, pub, 
bistro, café, tea house, food truck or other eating establishment)  

SCREEN OUT IF ‘NO’ TO ALL RESPONSES 
 
 
GROWTH POTENTIAL FOR D2C AND D2I OUTLETS (PART 1) 
 
ASK FOR EACH D2C AND D2I OUTLET WHERE Q9=YES: 
10. How much do you know about each of the following types of food suppliers or food outlets in the 

Edmonton Region? 
Click on the answer that best describes your knowledge of each one. 
 

Know a lot      
Know something      
Know a little      
Know nothing, have only heard of them  
AUTO ADD ‘Never heard of them’ FOR OUTLETS WHERE Q9=NO 
 



4. 

ASK FOR EACH D2C AND D2I OUTLET WHERE Q9=NO: 
11. Now that you’ve read about the following types of food suppliers or outlets, are you interested in 

actively seeking them out? 
Select “Yes” or “No” for each item. 
 
 
OUTLET USAGE 
 
ASK FOR EACH OUTLET WHERE Q9=YES: 
12. In the past 12 months, did you or members of your household buy Local Food, that is, food grown or 

made in Alberta, at these suppliers or outlets? 
 

Yes     
Assume yes   
No     
Just don't know   

 
 
GROWTH POTENTIAL FOR D2C AND D2I OUTLETS (PART 2) 
 
ASK FOR EACH D2C AND D2I OUTLET WHERE Q12=‘YES’ OR ‘ASSUME YES’: 
13. In the next 12 months, how much Local Food (food grown or made in Alberta) do you expect that you 

will buy from these suppliers or outlets? 
Click on the answer that best describes your expectations. 
 

More    
Same amount    
Less    

 
ASK FOR EACH D2C AND D2I AND OUTLET WHERE Q12=NO/DK: 
14. In the next 12 months, do you intend to buy Local Food (food grown or made in Alberta) at any of 

these suppliers or outlets?  
Select “Yes” or “No” for each item. 
 

Yes     
No     
Not sure/don't know  
 
 

TYPES OF LOCAL FOOD PURCHASED AND OF INTEREST TO PURCHASERS OF LOCAL FOOD  
 
ASK IF ANY Q12=‘YES’ OR ‘ASSUME YES’. 
15. What types of Local Food (food grown or made in Alberta) did you buy most often in the past 12 

months, that is, between November 2014 and October 2015? 
Please write in details about each item, one type of food per box 

 
 Don’t know/ cannot remember  

 
 



5. 

ASK IF ANY Q12=‘YES’ OR ‘ASSUME YES’, OR ANY Q14=YES. 
16. In each of the lists that follow, please click on or write in the particular products or items that you 

would like to see, or see more of, that are grown or made in Alberta?  
You may choose up to 3 items in each list. If you change your mind, click again to unselect the item and then 
choose another one. 
 
SPLIT RUN A – SHOWN IN PAIRS 
In the list/s below, please click on or write in the particular products or items that you would like to see, 
or see more of, which are grown or made in Alberta.  
Choose up to 3 items per list. 
 
16A. Fresh, frozen, canned or dried fruits and vegetables  
 
 Choose up to 3 items 

Apples  
Blackberries  
Blueberries  
Cherries  
Raspberries  
Saskatoon berries  
Strawberries  
Asparagus  
Beans (green/yellow)  
Beetroot/beets  
Bell peppers (green/red/yellow)  
Broccoli  
Carrots  
Cauliflower  
Celery  
 
 

Corn  
Cucumbers  
Lettuce  
Mushrooms  
Onions  
Peas  
Potatoes  
Salad greens  
Spinach  
Squash  
Tomatoes  
Zucchini  
Other fruits or vegetables (please specify type/s) ____ 

 
Don’t know 
None 

 
16D. Grains   

 
 Choose up to 3 items 

Ancient grains (e.g., amaranth, quinoa, 
buckwheat, etc.) 

Bran (e.g., oat bran, wheat bran, rice bran, etc.) 
Flax  
Flour (please specify type of grain) __________  
Multigrain flour   
Wholegrain flour  
Rolled oats for baking   
Seeds (e.g., flax seeds, chia seeds, hemp 

seeds/hearts, etc.) 
Wheat  
Other grains (please specify) ______________  
 
Don’t know 
None 

 
 
 

16E. Products made of grains  
 

 Choose up to 3 items 
Bread  
Bread mixes  
Buns/bagels/rolls  
Muffins  
Muffin mixes  
Pancakes  
Pancake mixes  
Waffle mixes  
Pastries/squares/bars  
Pizza shells  
Breakfast cereal – cold  
Breakfast cereal – hot  
Granola  
Pasta  
Other products made of grains (please specify)  
 
Don’t know 
None 

 



6. 

16G. Meats  
 
 Choose up to 3 items 

Beef  
Bison  
Elk  
Goat  
Lamb  
Pork  
Veal  
Other meats (please specify) _____________  
 
Don’t know 
None 
 
 
 

16H.  Meat products 
 
 Choose up to 3 items 

Bacon  
Ham  
Other cured meats, sandwich or lunch meats 
Hamburger patties  
Jerky  
Meat pies/ meat pot pies  
Sausages  
Smoked meats  
Other meat products (please specify) _________  
 
Don’t know 
None 
 

16L.  Honey 
 
 Choose up to 3 items 

Blossom honey (e.g., clover, wildflower)  
Flavoured honey (e.g., cinnamon, mint)  
Mead  
Liquid honey  
Cream/thick honey  
Unpasteurized/raw honey  
Other honey characteristics or products (please 
specify) _________________  
 
Don’t know  
None 

16M. Alcoholic beverages 
 
 Choose up to 3 items 

Beer  
Wine  
Spirits (please specify) ________________  
Other alcoholic beverages (please specify) 

__________ 
Don’t know 
None 
 
 
 

 



7. 

SPLIT RUN B – SHOWN IN PAIRS 
In the list/s below, please click on or write in the particular products or items that you would like to see, 
or see more of, which are grown or made in Alberta.  
Choose up to 3 items per list. 

 
16B. Products made of fruits or vegetables 
 
 Choose up to 3 items 

Antipastos  
Chutneys  
Dips  
Fruit or vegetable pies  
Jams  
Jellies  
Juices  
Marmalades  
Pickles  
Relishes  
Salsas  
Syrups  
Other products made of fruits or vegetables 

(please specify) _________________  
 
Don’t know  
None   

16C. Condiments and spreads 
 
 Choose up to 3 items 

Canola oil  
Other vegetable cooking oils  
Flavoured oils  
Ketchup  
Margarine  
Marinades   
Mayonnaise  
Mustards  
Salad dressings  
Sauces  
Vinegars/flavoured vinegars  
Other condiments or spreads (please specify) _ 
 
Don’t know  
None 
 

   
 

16F. Fresh or dried herbs and spices 
 
 Choose up to 3 items 

Basil  
Chives  
Cilantro/coriander  
Dill  
Garlic  
Mint  
Oregano  
Parsley  
Peppercorns  
Rosemary  
Sage  
Tarragon  
Thyme  
Other herbs or spices (please specify) _______ 
 
Don’t know 
None 

 

16K. Dairy and dairy products 
 
 Choose up to 3 items 

Butter  
Cheese  
Cream  
Ice cream  
Milk  
Yogurt  
Kefir  
Other dairy products (please specify) ________ 
 
Don’t know 
None 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



8. 

16I. Poultry 
 
 Choose up to 3 items 

Chicken  
Turkey  
Quail  
Duck  
Pheasant  
Goose  
Other poultry (please specify) ______________ 
Don’t know 
None 

 

16J. Poultry products 
 
 Choose up to 3 items 

Eggs  
Cured poultry  
Smoked poultry  
Poultry bacon  
Poultry jerky  
Poultry pies/pot pies   
Poultry sausage  
Other poultry products (please specify) ______ 
Don’t know 
None 

 
 

16N. Alternative proteins   
 
 Choose up to 3 items 

Rice  
Lentils (e.g., beans, green, red, black lentils, 

etc.) 
Nuts  
Soy/tofu  
Fish   
Other proteins (please specify) ____________ 
 
Don’t know 
None 

 

16O. Other products or items  
 
 Choose up to 3 items 

Ethnic foods (please specify) ______________ 
Prepared foods (please specify) ____________ 
Other products or items (please specify) _____ 
 
Don’t know 
None 
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DESIRABLE PRODUCTION ATTRIBUTES  
 
ASK IF ANY Q12=‘YES’ OR ‘ASSUME YES’, OR ANY Q14=YES. 
Q17A. People use many terms to further describe the Local Food* that they want. Which, if any, of the 

features below is REALLY IMPORTANT to you? 
Please click on up to 3 attributes. If you change your mind, click again to unselect the item and then choose 
another one.  
 
*Hover over the asterisk to see the definition of Local Food again. 
 [DEFINITION: *LOCAL FOOD=Food made or grown in Alberta] 

 
RANDOMIZE ORDER OF PRESENTATION.

Canned 
Dried 
Free range 
Fresh 
Frozen 
Gluten free 
Grain-fed 
Grass-fed 
Lactose free 

Low sodium/salt 
MSG free 
Natural 
Nitrite free 
Non-GMO 
Organic 
Pesticide free 
Soy free 
Sugar free 

Sulphate free 
Vegan 
Vegetarian 
Whole grain  
Wild 
Other features (please specify) ______________  

 
 Don’t know 
 None of the above

  
 
IF ANY Q12=‘YES’ OR ‘ASSUME YES’, OR ANY Q14=YES, ASK: 
17. Please click on 5 of the words or phrases below that best describe the food attributes that you would 

like to see in Local Food*. 
 
RANDOMIZE ORDER OF PRESENTATION.  

Government regulated/tested 
Can trust the food 
Certified organic 
Follow organic practices (not certified) 
Use natural farming practices 
No chemicals 
Humanely raised animals 
No preservatives/additives/fillers  
Simple  
Authentic 
Less/minimally processed 
Vine/tree/field ripened 
Farm practices protect the air, water, soil 
High quality ingredients 
Less packaging 
Complete list of ingredients 
Know where grown/raised 
Transparency of farming/production practices 
Other attributes (please specify) ______________  

 
 Don’t know   
 None of the above  
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ADDITIONAL MOTIVATORS FOR PURCHASING LOCAL FOOD 
 
IF ANY Q12=‘YES’ OR ‘ASSUME YES’, OR ANY Q14=YES, ASK: 
Q17B. Among the following, what are your top 3 reasons for purchasing Local Food*? 
Drag 3 reasons you choose to the boxes to rank them in order of importance.  
 
RANDOMIZE ORDER OF PRESENTATION. 

Fresher 
Tastes better 
Better appearance 
Healthier for you 
Better nutritional value  
Different, specialty or ethnic food 
Easy to order 
Enjoy the shopping atmosphere/experience 
Have confidence in the Local Food system  
Have a good relationship with the producers 
Know the story behind the food  
Not as expensive as organic 
Not coming from far 
Supports Alberta’s economy 
Supports Alberta’s small/family farms  
Supports small independent businesses 
Better for the environment 
Other (please specify) _______________ 

  
 Don’t know  
 None    

 
 
BARRIERS TO PURCHASING LOCAL FOOD 
 
ASK IF ANY Q12=‘YES’ OR ‘ASSUME YES’, OR ANY Q14=YES. 
18. What are your top 3 barriers or concerns that makes it difficult or inhibits you from purchasing Local 

Food*?    
Drag 3 reasons you choose to the boxes to rank them in order of importance.  
 
RANDOMIZE ORDER OF PRESENTATION.  

Don’t think about it 
Lack of promotion of why to buy 
Need information on how, when and where to buy  
Misleading marketing  
Don’t trust it 
Need labelling/ signage to show it is local  
Limited or inconvenient hours 
Too far for you to travel/time to get there 
Extra food preparation time 
Cost of your transportation 
Affordability/cost of Local Food  
Limited variety/selection  
Only seasonal availability 
Quality doesn’t meet expectations 
Other (please specify) ______________  
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 Don’t know   
 None of the above  

 
 
AWARENESS OF ALBERTA FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ISSUES 
 
ASK ALL: 
19. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements about Local Food*? 
Click on the answer that best describes how you feel for each phrase 
 

RANDOMIZE ORDER OF PRESENTATION. 
1. It costs more for the farm to follow organic practices 
2. The consumer should be prepared to pay more for local food 
4. Alberta farmers don’t know what consumers want 
5. Alberta farmers should grow more variety or try something new or different 
6. I’ll try new or unusual local foods if they come with recipes 
7. Individual farms or small groups of Alberta farms should promote directly to the consumer 
8. I am knowledgeable about Alberta farming practices 
9. I want to know more about Alberta farming, agriculture and local food  
10. When I have a choice, I tend to buy cheaper food items 
11. I know what crops can and cannot be grown in Alberta 
12. Local food is grown following organic practices 
13. I find it difficult to get to a store or other place where affordable, fresh, nutritious food is available 

 
Strongly agree     
Somewhat agree    
Neither agree nor disagree   
Somewhat disagree    
Strongly disagree    
Don’t know 
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MARKET VALUE ESTIMATION 
 

IF Q12=YES OR ASSUME YES FOR UP TO FIVE DtoC AND/OR DtoI CHANNELS, SELECT EACH OF THESE 
CHANNELS FOR QUESTIONS IN THIS SECTION. 
IF Q12=YES OR ASSUME YES FOR MORE THAN FIVE CHANNELS, SELECT FIVE (5) ‘YES’ DtoC AND/OR 
DtoI OUTLETS, IN THE FOLLOWING ORDER: 
 

1. a CSA/Farm Box Program  Special questions  
2. a Health, Natural or Organic Food Store   D2I questions 
3. a Specialty Food Store   D2I questions 
4. an Online-Only Supplier   D2C questions 
5. a Buying Club  D2C questions 
6. a Farm or Ranch  D2C questions 
7. a Restaurant or Other Eating Establishment  Special questions  
8. a Small Grocery Store   D2I questions 
9. an Ethnic Grocery Store   D2I questions 
10. a Farmers' Market  D2C questions  

 
 
FOR EACH D2C OUTLET SELECTED ASK Q20-Q24: 
20. In the past 12 months did you purchase Local Food* from … [INSERT WORDING FROM D2C LIST 

ABOVE]** in: 
Select “Yes” or “No” for each period. 
[**SHOW FULL DESCRIPTION OF THE OUTLET USED IN Q9 WHEN MOUSE HOVERS OVER PHRASE.] 
 

Winter, November 2014 to April 2015  
Summer, May to October 2015 

 
ASK IF WINTER=YES IN Q20:  
23. In winter 2014/15 (November-April), how many times did you and members of your household 

purchase Local Food* from ...** INSERT WORDING FROM DtoC LIST ABOVE in Alberta? 
If you don’t know exactly, please provide your best estimate. 
 

Number of times in winter 2014/15 ____  
 
 Don’t know/ cannot estimate at all 

 
ASK IF WINTER=YES IN Q20.  
24. Please think back to the LAST VISIT you made to a …** INSERT WORDING FROM DtoC LIST ABOVE 

in winter 2014/ 2015 (November-April) when you bought Local Food*. How much did you and 
members of your household spend on LOCAL FOOD*? Please exclude food from British Columbia or 
elsewhere.  

If you don’t know exactly, please provide your best estimate.  
 

Last visit in winter 2014/2015 – spent on LOCAL FOOD $ _______________  
 
 Don’t know/ cannot estimate at all 
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ASK IF SUMMER=YES IN Q20. 
21. In summer 2015 (May-October), how many times did you and members of your household purchase 

Local Food* from ...** INSERT WORDING FROM DtoC LIST ABOVE in Alberta? 
If you don’t know exactly, please provide your best estimate. 
 

Number of times in summer 2015 ____  
 

 Don’t know/ cannot estimate at all 
 
ASK IF SUMMER=YES IN Q20.  
22. Please think back to the LAST VISIT you made to a …** INSERT WORDING FROM DtoC LIST ABOVE 

in summer 2015 (May-October) when you bought Local Food*. How much did you and members of 
your household spend on LOCAL FOOD*? Please exclude food from British Columbia or elsewhere. 

If you don’t know exactly, please provide your best estimate. 
 

Last visit in summer 2015 – spent on LOCAL FOOD $ _______________  
 
 Don’t know/ cannot estimate at all 

 
 
FOR EACH D2I OUTLET SELECTED ASK Q25-Q33  
25. In the past 12 months did you purchase Local Food* from ...** INSERT WORDING FROM DtoI LIST 

ABOVE in: 
Select “Yes” or “No” for each period. 
 
Q4 2014, October to December 
Q1 2015, January to March  
Q2 2015, April to June 
Q3 2015, July to September 
 
REPEAT Q26-Q27 IN THIS ORDER: 
AS Q30-Q31 FOR Q4 2014 (October-December) 
AS Q32-Q33 FOR Q1 2015 (January-March) 
THEN Q26-Q27 FOR Q2 2015 (April-June) 
 
ASK IF Q2/2015=YES IN Q25: 
26. In Q2 2015 (April-June), how many times did you and members of your household purchase Local 

Food* from ...** INSERT WORDING FROM DtoI LIST ABOVE in Alberta? 
If you don’t know exactly, please provide your best estimate. 
 

Number of times in Q2 2015 (April-June) ____ OPEN END 
 
 Don’t know/ cannot estimate at all 

 
ASK IF Q2/2014=YES IN Q25.  
27. Please think back to the LAST VISIT you made to …** INSERT WORDING FROM DtoI LIST ABOVE in 

Q2 2015 (April-June) when you bought Local Food*. How much did you and members of your 
household spend on LOCAL FOOD*? Please exclude food from British Columbia or elsewhere. 

If you don’t know exactly, please provide your best estimate. 
 

Spent on LOCAL FOOD during last visit in Q2 2015 $ _____________ OPEN END 
 
 Don’t know/ cannot estimate at all 
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REPEAT Q26-Q27 AS: 
Q28-Q29 FOR Q3 2015 (July-September) 
 
 
FOR CSA/FARM BOX PROGRAM ASK Q34 
 
 
34. In the past 12 months, from November 2014 to October 2015, how much did you spend on Local 

Food* delivered by a CSA or Farm Box Program** in Alberta? Please exclude food from British 
Columbia or elsewhere. 

If you don’t know exactly, please provide your best estimate. 
 

Spent on LOCAL FOOD in last 12 months $__________  
 
 Don’t know/ cannot estimate at all 

 
 
FOR RESTAURANTS OR OTHER EATING ESTABLISHMENTS ASK Q35-Q36  
 
35A. In the 12 months from November 2014 to October 2015, did you or any members of your household 
deliberately choose to eat at a restaurant or other type of eating establishment** in Alberta specifically 
because it served food prepared from local* ingredients? 

 
Yes 
No 
Not sure/don't know 

 
ASK IF Q35A=YES 
35. In the 12 months from November 2014 to October 2015, how many times did you and members of 

your household eat at a restaurant or other type of eating establishment** in Alberta specifically 
because it served food prepared from local* ingredients?  

If you don’t know exactly, please provide your best estimate. 
 
 Number of times in last 12 months _________  
 
 Don’t know/ cannot estimate at all 

 
ASK IF Q35A=YES 
36. Please think back to the last visit you made to an Alberta restaurant or other type of eating 

establishment** specifically because it served food prepared from local* ingredients? How much did 
you and members of your household spend? 

If you don’t know exactly, please provide your best estimate. 
  

Spent on last visit $ _____________  
 

 Don’t know/ cannot estimate at all 
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MARKET PROFILES (PART 2)  
 
The final questions about you and your household will be used for statistical classification purposes 
only. Only aggregated responses will be used and published on the Agriculture and Forestry website. 
 
37. Do you, or does any member of your household grow food (fruits, vegetables, herbs, hens, bees or 

something else) for your own consumption? 
Check all that apply. 
 

Yes, at home      
Yes, in a community garden    
Yes, somewhere else (please specify) ______________   
No        

 
ASK IF ANY YES IN Q37 
37A. What do you grow or raise? 
Check all that apply. 
 

Bees 
Fruit 
Hens 
Herbs 
Vegetables 
Other (please specify) _________________ 

 
38. How many people, including yourself and any babies, live in your household? 
 

Number in household    ___  
 
ASK IF Q38>1.  
39. How old is the youngest child living in your household?  
 

Up to 5 years   
6 to 12 years   
13 to 17 years   
18 or older    
No children in household  

 
40. Which of the following best describes your marital status?  
 

Single, that is, never married   
Married or living together as a couple  
Widowed      
Separated      
Divorced      
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41. What is the highest certificate, diploma or degree you have COMPLETED to date? 
 

No certificate, diploma or degree      
High school diploma or equivalent      
College, CEGEP or other non-university certificate or diploma  
Apprenticeship or trades certificate or diploma    
University certificate or diploma below bachelor level    
University certificate, diploma or degree at bachelor level or above  

 
ASK IF LIVE IN EDMONTON REGION (Q6/7). 
42. Do you live on a farm or ranch? 
 

Yes    
No    

 
8. Was anyone in your household born and raised outside Canada? 
 

Yes     
No     

 
43. Where were you born? 
 

In the Edmonton Region**   
Elsewhere in Alberta   
Another Canadian province   
Outside Canada    
 

 [**Edmonton Region=City of Edmonton, Sherwood Park, St. Albert, Spruce Grove, Leduc, Stony Plain, Fort Saskatchewan, Brazeau 
County, Leduc County, Parkland County, Strathcona County, Sturgeon County, Wetaskiwin County, Indian Reserves and cities, towns, 
villages and hamlets in these counties] 
 
45. a. Was your TOTAL household income, before taxes and other deductions, under or over $100,000 in 

2014?  
 

Under $100,000   
$100,000 or more   

 
ASK IF Q45a=UNDER $100,000.  
b. Was it under or over $60,000?  

 
Under $60,000   
$60,000 or more   

 
ASK IF Q45a=$100,000 OR MORE.  
c. Was it under or over $140,000?  

 
Under $140,000   
$140,000 or more  
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46. Do you have any further comments on Local Food* in the Edmonton Region? Anything you didn’t 
have the opportunity to address in the previous questions? 

 
_______________________________________________ 
 
 No/No further comments  

 
 
THANK YOU 
On behalf of Infact Research, Alberta Agriculture and Forestry and Alberta farmers, processors and 
distributors, thank you for taking the time to answer these questions to improve their products and 
services to you. 
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Appendix IV: 
Secondary research: Food trends in 2015 
 
 



 

1.  

Literature review 

A comprehensive review of literature relating to local food market channels in the Edmonton 
Region formed part of this study. The review was to cover information relating to each of the study 
objectives, with the overarching purpose of providing information that producers would find useful, 
for example, to understand consumers, the market, the role played by different channels in 
supplying local food or to inform product/ production decisions. 
 
There were a small number of peer-reviewed published journal articles relevant to local food that 
were specific to the Edmonton Region, falling into a few major themes. Some also gained a wider 
audience through media reports. However, to understand what information the average consumer 
might be exposed to about local food in the Edmonton Region that might shape their perceptions, 
considerable emphasis was placed on accessing newspaper articles, blogs, surveys and other 
informal mechanisms. 
 
The primary search tools were the Internet (general key-word searches and to review websites and 
publications of various organizations), the use of library databases such as EBSCO, PressReader and 
Zinio Magazines and through more targeted online sources like Google Scholar. 
  
The Edmonton-specific materials are reviewed below under three headings, two of which are 
intended to give an overview of the findings on each topic, rather than to analyse the contents of 
each document separately.  
 



 

2. 

FOOD TRENDS FOR 2015/16 

The top food trends in Edmonton were derived from articles and blogs on the subject, particularly 
those published at year end. Some Canadian and international articles, such as rankings provided by 
chefs in Canada and the U.S. and global predictions were included. The broader scope in this 
section provides greater confidence in the findings, since many Edmonton-based articles were 
generated by only a few local food writers, while the trends reported appeared to originate from 
commonly consulted sources. 
 
Several of the most frequent trends were not necessarily about the food itself, but also 
encompassed cultural values and technology developments that impact or influence foods selected 
by consumers. The top three trends were mentioned about equally and approximately twice as 
often – or more – than the others. 
 
1. Local Food. In the media, locally sourced foods in Edmonton were very much integrated 

into the notions of a local food system, sustainability and resilience. The City’s change in zoning 
bylaws to explicitly include urban agriculture projects, allow backyard bee keeping and its 
support for a backyard chickens pilot project were noted as highlights for 2015. Sustainable 
Food Edmonton adopted a mandate to be a central organizing point for urban agriculture and 
food projects and a new food resilience festival took place.  

Other events remembered in 2015 were expanded farmers' markets, more CSAs and the 
arrival of SPUD; also planting native berries in the MacKinnon Ravine sustainable food forest, a 
City of Edmonton naturalization initiative. The term "hyper local" is being increasingly used, with 
some indigenous Canadian ingredients identified as saskatoon berries, spruce tips and spruce 
sap.  

Among Canadian chefs, locally sourced food moved up one position in 2015 to be identified as 
the second “currently hot trend,” after falling to third place in 2014 from first in several previous 
years. 

Among U.S. chefs, three of the top five trends for 2016 included the word “local” – locally 
sourced meats and seafood (ranked #1), locally grown produce (#2) and hyper-local sourcing, 
which for chefs could be their own roof gardens (#4). 

More importantly, the trend is likely to continue, though at a reduced rate. Local sourcing was 
the trend chosen more than any others as having grown most over the past 10 years (by 44% 
of U.S. chefs); it was chosen second most often as likely to be the hottest menu trend 10 years 
from now (21%). On a one year basis, high growth was measured for hyper-local sourcing 
(+5%) and locally produced beer/ wine/ spirits (+5%). 

 “House-made” and “artisanal” have particular meaning for chefs, but really are another form of 
local food, at least at the value-add level. Canadian chefs identified house-made vinegar/ 
flavoured vinegar as an up and coming trend; U.S. chefs included the following in their top 
twenty trends for 2016: house-made/ artisan ice cream, artisan butchery and fresh/ house-made 
sausage. Strong growth was seen over the past year for the first two (+5% each). 



 

3. 

Consumer demand for fresh and local were reported to be among several factors challenging 
the current global supply chain (others being climate destabilization, mutating pathogens and 
rising transportation costs). However, as food retailers and processors respond, there is 
increasing concern over greenwashing of the word “local.” 

2. Vegetables. A dominant Edmonton trend is expected to be a movement toward the use of 
more vegetables, aided by the increasing prevalence of farmers' markets. Vegetables were 
discussed in many contexts – which would become more popular, how preparation techniques 
are expected to diversify and new forms in which vegetables would be presented to 
consumers. 

Vegetables are expected to become better appreciated for their health benefits. Some were 
noted for offering vitamin C or D, including red and green bell peppers, kale, broccoli, 
cauliflower and Brussels sprouts. Rainbow carrots, sunchokes, the many varieties of squash, 
along with leafy greens (kale, swiss chard, collard greens, dandelion and beet greens) were all 
mentioned. The question “Is kelp the new kale?” was asked, with sustainably grown sea greens 
and seaweeds from kombu to nori, sea asparagus and brown, red and green algae offering 
options for experimentation.  

Vegetable proteins will become mainstream, filling more of the plate – or even replacing meals 
as nutrient dense snacks. This is expected to receive a boost from 2016 being the International 
Year of Pulses. There were many examples on the lists of new developments: more options for 
carnivores or “macho veggies” (grains and lentils); “fibre is the new protein” (hemp – including 
the seed and fibre from stalks and leaves – can be used in many forms including raw seeds, 
flour, sprouted, milk or juice); or “Hummus is the new salsa” (can be used as an appetizer, dip, 
spread or part of main course and made with black beans, edamame or yellow lentils).  

Preparation of vegetables is expected to become more creative and innovative, involving 
grilling, smoking, roasting, or (and perhaps especially) charring. More grocery stores will sell, and 
chefs will use, “ugly vegetables,” including celeriac, parsnips and kohlrabi; they will be fried, 
mashed, pureed, or gratineed. Other forms are expected to be spiralizers or ribbons, replacing 
pasta (e.g., zucchini, asparagus, beets, sweet potatoes) or pureed and incorporated into pasta 
dough (e.g., spinach, tomatoes, carrots). 

Vegetables will be found in unexpected places. More vegetable snacks can be anticipated, from 
broccoli bites to roasted chickpeas, cheese puffs made from beans to seaweed chips. Savoury 
yogurt with vegetable flavours (butternut squash, beet, tomato, carrot, sweet potato, parsnip) is 
being produced and could be used as an ingredient in salad dressing, soup or sauce. 

3. Ethnic flavours. The trend toward ethnic flavours was mentioned most frequently by the 
international pundits. While specific foods and ethnicities were identified, the most important 
thread was a move to using unusual condiments and spices, often “assertive,” often in 
unanticipated combinations. Also included here are non-traditional versions of heritage cuisines. 

For some, the trend was dubbed “the sriracha effect,” the success of this Thai sauce leading to a 
search for other compound ethnic flavours with (or without) heat; for example, ghost pepper 
from India, sambal from SE Asia, gochujang from Korea, harissa, sumac, dukka and piri piri from 
Africa or rendang curry spice paste from Malaysia.  
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Canadian chefs rated ethnic sauces like raita, chimichurri and soy sauce “currently hot” and 
ethic/ street food inspired appetizers, tempura and taquitos as “up and coming.”  

Among U.S. chefs, three of the top 20 trends for 2016 included the word ethnic – ethnic 
condiments/ spices, authentic ethnic cuisine and ethnic-inspired breakfast items. Furthermore, 
four out of five of the fastest growing trends over the past year involved ethnic foods: African 
flavours (#1 at +20%), authentic ethnic cuisine (#2, +14%), ethnic condiments/ spices (#3, 
+11%) and Middle Eastern flavours (#5, +11%). Ethnic cuisines and flavours were chosen by 
12% of U.S. chefs as the trend that grew most in the past 10 years, ranking fourth on the list. It 
was also expected to be the fourth strongest enduring trend in the next 10 years (chosen by 
14%). 

Sauce combinations featured quite often among the predictions, including sweet and heat (e.g., 
chilies/ honey, sriracha/ maple syrup, honey/ wasabi, jalapeno infused honey and sriracha peach 
jam), sweet and savoury (e.g., lentils/coconut) and heat and tang (e.g., chilies with lime). 

Spicy savoury snacks and street foods mentioned included: Hawaiian poke, Chinese rou jia mo, 
Tijuana danger dogs, Mexican elote and Hong Kong egg waffles. 

“Elevated peasant fare” came in various guises: meatballs and sausages, multi-ethnic dumplings, 
haute toast with unusual toppings to cheesy bread, or modernized and reinterpreted classic 
German and Austrian sweet and savoury dishes like artisanal bratwurst, house-made mustards, 
Belgian-style fries, Bavarian brews, beer cheese soups and soft pretzels. Southern fried chicken 
sandwiches are being remade with ethnic spices or hot sauces and traditional European dishes 
are being modernized by third generation North American immigrants. 

4. Sustainability. Sustainable foods are moving to the forefront, being mentioned in various 
contexts (e.g., health, natural, clean) not only along with local. None of the materials reviewed, 
however, defined what was meant by sustainability, opening the field up to claims that could 
prove interesting. 

The term was especially likely to be mentioned in connection with seafood and fish, where 
credentialed labelling programs, for example, the Marine Stewardship Council, already exist. 
Sustainable seafood was #9 on the list of the top 20 trends for 2016 among U.S. chefs, but 
“environmental sustainability” was even higher at #6. While 13% chose environmental 
sustainability as the most enduring trend over the past 10 years, fully 41% chose it as the trend 
most likely to persist over the next 10 years – twice as many as for “local” alone.  

“Eco is the new reality” was deemed an emerging North American trend that is already 
mainstream in Europe. The implication for processors was that “sustainability evolves to being a 
necessary new product development consideration for the common good.” Although not a 
new product, an example is that McDonald’s has been exploring the implementation of a 
verifiable sustainable beef program through a pilot project in Alberta.  
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5. “Natural” foods. The consumer-driven trend to natural food is variously being interpreted 
as: 

 “Artificial: Public Enemy No. 1” (use of less processed, natural formulations and 
recognizable ingredients); an “ingredients revolution” (natural rather than artificial flavours 
and colours); or the “healthification of fast and casual food” (no chemicals, no GMOs).  

It was not considered to be fad and is “mainstreaming” in North America. The impacts 
were evidenced by: adaptations by fast food chains that include removal of artificial colours 
and flavours, menu labelling and promotion of GMO-free fare; a similar remake of Kraft 
Dinner into KD; while a new “maple water” drink from the sap of maple trees, promotes 
itself as "gluten free, low calorie, dairy free, non GMO," further claiming “no trees harmed in 
the process.”  

The restaurant industry registered this trend both in Canada and the U.S. Canadian chefs 
rated natural ingredients/ minimally processed food and natural sweeteners like honey, 
maple syrup and agave as up and coming trends. U.S. chefs rated natural ingredients/ 
minimally processed food #5 in the top 20 trends for 2016. 

 Changes need to be “based on a true story” as consumers and regulators seek verified 
claims on product origin, ingredients and inspiration stories – another mainstreaming trend 
influencing buying decisions. It was also dubbed “values overtake value,” explained as 
knowing where food comes from, its environmental impact, animal welfare/ humane 
sourcing and traceability/ supply chain transparency. Another value – and claim relating to 
ingredients – would be the contribution to health and diet, from the desirable presence of 
anti-oxidants to unwanted hormones. 

6. Beverages. In the beverage sector, craft beer, house-brewed beer and locally produced 
beer, wine and spirits remained on trend. Beer was embraced as a flavour in other forms as 
well, such as candies, cheese, stews and potato chips, while wine was used in ice-cream. 

The bigger news was recent and anticipated growth in house-made/ artisan soft drinks, 
including effervescent fruit-based artisanal sodas and sparkling teas. 

Non-traditional liquors have seen recent growth. Examples include innovative adult beverages – 
smoky, bitter, ultra-sour or herb infused beer cocktails, winetails and root beer or ginger ale 
spiked with hard cider. New punches, cocktails and spritzes also feature shrubs (fruit preserved 
with vinegar, sugar and water). 

7. Food preparation techniques. Several food preparation techniques were repeatedly 
mentioned in trend reports. One continuing in popularity was preserving and pickling of foods 
from eggs to walnuts, especially house-made/ artisan pickles.  

The trend to food smoking has further evolved to burned, with the use of smoke and fire to 
produce charred/ roasted vegetables, desserts with charred fruits or burnt sugar toppings, 
burned or semi-popped popcorn, cocktails with smoked salt, smoky syrups and even ice cubes 
infused with flavoured smoke that change the flavour of the drink as they melt. 

Fermentation and fermented foods, brining, charcuterie/ house cured meats and dirty French (a 
classic dish given a gritty funky makeover) were other referenced preparation techniques. 
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8. Retail trends and the role of technology. Three different trends that threaten the 
existing order are captured under this heading. 

 The “delivery revolution” or “e-revolution” describes technology driven, third party, on-
demand, high speed food delivery with major new tech players entering and disrupting the 
food delivery arena – Google, Amazon and Uber among others. They provide online 
shopping through order-and-pay apps for groceries, prepared meals (sometimes sourced 
from commissaries/ institutional suppliers) and by subscription meal kits (dinner in a box 
with fresh ingredients ready for preparation) that may bypass traditional physical retailers 
and restaurants. The trend is mainstreaming in North America and makes dining-in easier. 

Edmonton has not yet experienced the trend, though there are home delivery options for 
fresh and prepared organic foods (e.g., SPUD, The Organic Box) and Superstore has 
introduced a hybrid online-order/ store pick-up service. 

 Another threat to restaurants and food services are retailers opening cafes and luring diners 
for snacks and meals in order to improve their own dwell time (time spent in the store) 
and total sales. Food retailers are offering food services. 

 There is a workforce squeeze occurring in Edmonton and elsewhere that is putting 
pressure on margins. Without temporary foreign workers, the cost of hiring, training and 
retention are increasing for restaurants, along with minimum wage increases and higher 
penalties. One of the outcomes is likely to be increased use of automation at front and 
back of house. 

In Europe, self-serve automats for local foods (e.g., produce, eggs and juice) bring fresh 
food to an urban area. They are low cost operations with just one person filling the 
cubicles and customers doing the rest by operating the automats.  

9. Food waste. The nose to tail or whole animal movement continues as a trend, focused on 
inexpensive and underutilized cuts of meat (e.g., beef cheek, brisket, pork shoulder, skirt steak, 
stew, organ meats) and trash species of fish. This “use it all mindset” has evolved into root to 
leaf/ stem to root dining, where all parts of a vegetable are used (e.g., a veggie burger made 
with carrot pulp from the juicer). 

Food waste is an international concern, but far more advanced in Europe where some 
countries have introduced legislation regarding food wasted at the supermarket level. In the 
U.S., food waste reduction/ management just made the top 20 list of trends in 2016, so 
awareness is increasing. In Edmonton, SalvagED pop-ups made meals from otherwise discarded 
produce while Reclaim Urban Farm held a sale of so-called “ugly” (misshapen) vegetables. At 
the Canadian retail level, Loblaws has introduced a “Naturally Imperfect” line, following in the 
footsteps of a French “Inglorious Fruit” campaign. 
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10. Nutrients. A lot of the focus on nutrition was directed at restaurants, with the expectation 
that menu makeovers would be healthier and more nutritionally balanced, as well as tastier and 
spicier. Kids’ meals received particular emphasis. U.S. chefs rated healthful kids’ meals #7 of the 
top 20 trends for 2016. Nutrition was chosen by 8% of chefs as the top 10 year trend, with 
even more, 14%, expecting it to still be important in 10 years’ time.  

Aside from vegetables, the only nutrient rich on-trend food reviewed was bone broth, where 
roasting and longer cooking helps release more proteins, minerals and nutrients than normal 
stock. It is expected to be used both as a drink and a broth. 

Another anticipated trend will be the popularization of food and drink relating to sports 
nutrition (providing energy, hydration and protein), complementing the trend to stay active. 

11. Multi-sensory stimulation. The trend spotters discussed food as meeting more needs 
than simply staying hunger. “We're eating for the experience” and that experience stimulates all 
senses. Flavour has led food innovation, but now appearance is being taken to a whole new 
level, “good enough to tweet.” This mainstream trend has moved from sharing restaurant meals 
through social media to sharing visuals of food cooked at home. To continue the progression, 
an emerging trend for innovative packaged products will be the use of bold and vibrant colours 
and artful construction of novel shapes. 

Another way that a food experience will increasingly be created is through semi-private chef’s 
tables, where customers can watch and hear the kitchen in action, while enjoying secret or off-
menu dishes or novel customized tasting menus. These involve more creative cooking for 
people to enjoy and make for a memorable dining occasion. 

12. Formats for restaurants and refreshed menus. A variety of different trends were 
noted on this topic, some contradictory. 

 Increased use of build your own formats (e.g., burger, risotto, dinner) or deconstructed 
plates with items charged for separately; 

 The clockless menu open to customer choice, for example, all day breakfast and increasing 
popularity of brunches with more inventive food combinations, special midday cocktails and 
compotes instead of condiments; 

 Fast food with fresher menus or a return to roots of simple traditional menus at low prices; 

 Chef-driven fast-casual concepts, with big name chefs opening little brother outlets 
featuring casual or fast food; 

 Pop-up restaurants; 

 Street food/ food trucks in summer, with catering for wedding rehearsal dinners, after the 
ceremony or a post-wedding day lunch becoming popular because it is informal and helps 
guests mingle; 

 More coffee shops and a coffee festival in Edmonton in 2015. New concepts include 
espresso tasting bars and the slow coffee movement – cold brews, single origin coffees and 
pour over techniques … but juice bars may become the new coffee shops. 
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Less frequently noted food trends included the following: 
 
■ Ancient grains were on chefs minds for 2016. Canadian chefs nominated quinoa as currently 

hot and grains like kamut, spelt, amaranth and freekh as up and comers, along with non-wheat 
noodles or pasta made of quinoa, rice and buckwheat. Ancient grains appeared on the list of 
top 20 hot food trends in 2016 among U.S. chefs. 

■ Gluten free cuisine was nominated by 21% of U.S. chefs as having shown the greatest growth 
over the past 10 years, though fewer (7%) chose it as a trend that will endure for the next 10. 
Canadians chefs identified gluten free/ food allergy consciousness as a currently hot issue. 

■ Weight loss diets are changing. The commentators variously: 

 asked “Is counting calories going out of style?” in favour of whole foods, despite a lack of 
scientific evidence;  

 stated that “Modern women don’t diet,” rather following the binge and purge regimen of 
detox and cleanse, despite a lack of scientific evidence on its effectiveness (chief debunker 
is Edmonton health science expert and author Timothy Caulfield who wrote “Is Gwyneth 
Paltrow wrong about everything?: When Celebrity Culture And Science Clash”); 

 signalled the emergence of “Diet by DNA,” in which a person’s DNA will unlock keys to 
personal physiology and diets designed to meets the needs of one’s ancestry or genetic 
makeup. 

Adding to the topic, Pinterest announced that “crash diet” pins decreased for the first time (by 
70% over the past 12 months), while low carb recipe pins decreased by 40% and “paleo diet” 
by 32%, in favour of a more balanced approach to well-being. 

 
A final note may be in order. Review of published market research – generally conducted for use by 
food retailers and processors – shows that it tends to focus on somewhat different consumer needs 
relating to local food – things like what local means to consumers, what benefits are delivered, what 
values are satisfied, willingness to pay for local, what products are considered local and how these 
have been changing over time. 
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MEDIA COVERAGE OF THE EDMONTON FOOD SCENE 

A review of media coverage of food in the Edmonton Region (the study term for Census District 
11) – particularly in newspapers, blogs and on Edmonton business and association websites in mid-
2015 when most material used in this part of the review was gathered – revealed a focus on special 
food events, restaurants, their chefs and other food services. These stories demonstrate the type of 
exposure Edmonton Region residents have to local food – or to values relating to local food 
production, purchasing, preparation and consumption – through the media. 

 
■ Listings. Local farmers and producers, local like-minded chefs, local food writers, magazines 

and bloggers and other like-minded organizations, were listed along with web page links on the 
Slow Food Edmonton website. Approximately 40 farmers, chefs and producers in Edmonton & 
Area were listed with web links and profiled on the Alberta Culinary Tourism Alliance website.  

Eatlocalfirst.com provided links to lists of food delivery services and restaurants that offer local 
food. 

Yellow Pages recently introduced an app, ypdine, to identify restaurants in Edmonton serving 
many different types of on-trend foods, but local food is neither featured nor listed. Just Eat 
offers an order delivery and take-out online listing of restaurants in one’s local area, but does 
not offer local food as a cuisine option. Reservations or online orders for over 400 Edmonton 
restaurants were facilitated by the website www.food-delivery.ca. A less elaborate site with 
similar branding, www.foodedmonton.ca, also offered online viewing and ordering of restaurant 
food for delivery. While the restaurants on both sites are classified by type of cuisine, local food 
is not identified as a feature. 

■ Food service news. Little press coverage was identified for the Edmonton food scene in 
the national media. Edmonton was one of ten places discussed under “Canada’s best kept 
secrets” in the Ottawa Citizen and described as “getting hipper,” “funky” and having “great little 
cafes and independent shops” in Old Strathcona. The Globe and Mail profiled Giselle Courteau 
and the Duchess Bake Shop as “one of the ‘world’s best bakeries,’ ” while a newspaper in the 
Philippines noted the Edmonton opening of a franchised branch of Julie’s Bakeshop to serve the 
local Filipino community. 

In the local press, St. Albert’s 12 Acres Restaurant and associated all-natural farm were 
mentioned more than once, with fresh local ingredients taking centre-stage; other St. Albert 
openings included Buco, Nineteen and Sorrentino’s first pizza and wine bar.  

A number of “third wave” independent coffee bars opened in Edmonton (first wave was diner 
“joe,” second was premium coffee at franchised outlets, third – and currently in vogue – is 
appreciating coffee like an artisanal fine wine). New entries include Coffee Bureau, Livestock, 
Rogue Wave Coffee, Bru and Barking Buffalo. Different origins and processes to prepare the 
coffee, along with indie status and different physical formats, distinguish the many third wave 
entries. Nomad Espresso, a new mobile coffee cart, brings good coffee to indoor and outdoor 
spaces and events, joining other mobile food options, such as the longstanding Bhagvan’s Dairy 
Cream ice cream truck.  

http://www.food-delivery.ca.
http://www.foodedmonton.ca,
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About 70 food truck vendor permits were issued by the City of Edmonton, such as the new 
Northlands’ Truck 1879 which features local products, The Hungry Dodo serving 100% Halal 
ethnic Mauritian food and Meat Street Pies which features meat pies. Customers can find food 
trucks using http://streetfoodapp.com/edmonton . Food truck vendors talked about introducing 
a cap in the downtown core, suggesting that capacity has been reached, though it is being 
interpreted to mean that food trucks are now mainstream. The City of Edmonton is 
considering requiring proof of compliance with vending permit requirements after 30% of food 
trucks inspected failed fire inspections. 

New restaurants were announced, including: Korean foods at Nongbu, Tofu House, It’ All and 
Daore; sandwich shops Dovetail Delicatessen (by owners of the popular Drift food truck), 
Sandwich and Sons, The Local Omnivore and Chachi’s; Native Delights specializing in Aboriginal 
comfort foods; and the widely anticipated (due to pop-up experiences hosted around town) 
Japanese-inspired ramen at Prairie Noodle Shop. 

Revamped menus and concepts were also covered, such as L’Azia’s abandonment of a focus on 
fresh and local (“customers could not get excited about the local focus”), to return to Asian 
fusion and classic Asian dishes; the introduction of modern Canadian cuisine and a chef’s table 
at Share in the Westin Hotel; Second Cup will be serving baked goods delivered daily from the 
Italian Centre, rather than frozen snacks from Toronto; and Burrow in the Central LRT 
relaunched their food program, including their “storied” rice pudding.  

Over the past five years, Edmonton has enjoyed the trend to chef-driven fast-casual concepts, 
with big name chefs opening little brother outlets featuring casual or fast food in action. Their 
philosophy is to focus on food quality rather than quantity and even (like the coffee shops) to 
“take down the franchises.” Modern Italian Corso 32 added snacks and a wine bar, Bar Bricco 
and then a simplified concept Prova Vino. The additions caused Chef Daniel Costa to also 
move from weekly shopping at the market to building relationships with farmers to handle the 
amount of product needed. Nate Box opened four distinctly different cafes, starting with Elm, 
then District, Burrow and Little Brick, each built to complement the neighbourhood and 
clientele, but serviced out of a single catering kitchen. Family run Café Amore, a made-from-
scratch pasta kitchen, led to Little Black Pearl, a seafood bar using sustainable seafood. The 
upscale Red Ox Inn developed an approachable “kid sister,” Canteen, an ultra-casual eatery. 
Self-taught chef Frank Olson works closely with farmers advising them what is trending so that 
they can grow what is needed. Acclaimed Tres Carnales Tacqueria chose not to dilute the soul 
of the brand by franchising, but to start a family-dinner-style rotisserie, Rostizado. One of the 
challenges Chef Edgar Gutierrez faced was sourcing the high volume of local protein needed. 

Diners are undergoing a renaissance in the U.S. and Edmonton-area diners were the focus of 
one article covering the Downtown Diner in Fort Saskatchewan (which was featured in a Food 
Network Canada’s program, You Gotta Eat Here!) and two Edmonton diners, Hathaway’s 
Diner (named one of the top 25 restaurants in Edmonton by Huffington Post) and the 
comforting and social Red Goose. 

 

 

http://streetfoodapp.com/edmonton
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■ Food awards. Restaurant and chef nominations, competition entries and successes on the 
national stage were closely followed. Big winner in 2015 was Ryan O’Flynn, Executive Chef at 
the Westin Edmonton Hotel, who won gold at the Canadian Culinary Championships – a first 
for Edmonton in these championships. He has since joined Oliver & Bonacini of Toronto and 
will move back to Calgary. 

Four of the top six places in the Canadian Food Championships finals went to Edmonton chefs 
who won the opportunity to compete at the 2015 World Food Championships. Edmonton 
was selected to host this qualifying event for three years because Taste of Edmonton is the 
biggest event of its kind in Canada. 

Mexican rotisserie restaurant Rostizado was listed for Air Canada’s enRoute magazine’s 2015 
contest to pick Canada’s 10 best new restaurants. 

Food writers had an opportunity to compete too. Local food writer and photographer Michelle 
Peter-Jones was nominated for a Taste Canada award for her blog, The Tiffin Box. The 
Duchess Bake Shop cookbook won a Taste Canada award in the single subject cookbooks 
category. 

■  Food events. Edmonton has not been dubbed “the festival city” for nothing. While most 
think of the large festivals that are held continuously throughout the summer, a multitude of 
food events, large and small, mirror the same thread.  

Some events in the culinary news were fundraisers and they tended to feature local foods. A 
fundraiser for The Alder Food Security Society highlighted local fare to support this non-profit’s 
aim to make healthy, local food available to all Edmontonians, regardless of their income, rather 
than unaffordable and even “elitist.” A fundraising feast called Nature’s Nourishment, for the 
Edmonton Land Trust, was a long-table supper with many ingredients supplied by the host farm 
Prairie Gardens and a menu designed by local chef Blair Lebsack of RGE RD Restaurant.  

Slow Food Edmonton organized a retro pot-luck event at a cooking studio with donations for 
the Food Bank as part of the price of admission. They have also produced a sell-out “signature 
city food festival,” Indulgence, for 15 years as a fundraiser for the Junior League of Edmonton. 
This showcases chefs/ restaurants paired with a local boutique food producer (and Canadian 
wine) to produce a sophisticated bite-size dish. Many of the featured producers sell at farmers' 
markets. 

Health foundations were beneficiaries of several fundraising events, including: the CapitalCare 
Foundation which held Feast on the Field, with local chefs Brad Smoliak, David Omar and Steve 
Buzak volunteering and donations from local producers and wholesalers, including Capital 
Packers; a harvest celebration gala in aid of the Lois Hole Hospital for Women, sponsored by 
Syncrude, with menu design by Ryan O’Flynn; and a Barn Bash at 12 Acres Farm, a new farm in 
the local food galaxy, to support the Alberta Cancer Foundation. 

Public events included: a SalvagED/Alder Food Security Society pop-up held at Earth’s General 
Store, with vegan chef Rylan Krause of the Mercury Room using food that was less than perfect, 
but perfectly edible, to feed bystanders; the Alberta Ate Chef Collaborative Gala Dinner 
(featuring eight local chefs and food from a dozen local farmers and producers), held as part of 
St. Albert’s Dig In Horticulinary Festival; Al Fresco, a block party, held on 104 Street; and the 
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Culinary Cookout in Sturgeon County, which featured Rostizado chef Edgar Gutierrez dishing 
Mexican fare made with ingredients from local suppliers 12 Acres Farm, Sundog Organic Farm 
and Prairie Gardens as part of the festivities.  

Farm tours mentioned in the media included: The 2015 Grand Taste Tour hosted by 124 
Grand Market and Taste Alberta, offering a day trip that involved tours of a small meat packer 
(Tofield Meat Packers), a farm (Irvings Farm Fresh) and either a bee (Wolf Willow Honey) or 
dairy producer (Breveliet Dairy), along with an al fresco meal; and Northlands Urban Farm’s 
participation in Alberta Open Farm Days, offering urbanites an opportunity to connect back to 
their food. 

Large scale What the Truck?! events were held, with thousands of people attending food truck 
gatherings during the summer on Telus Field, Capital Boulevard, Northlands Park and Churchill 
Square; Diner en Blanc in Churchill Square hosted a crowd of 1500 diners; the inaugural 
Northern Lands wine festival offered seminars, restaurant meals attracting 800 diners and a sold 
out opportunity to meet Canadian winemakers and craft brewers, while raising funds for local 
food-related charities; “Best of the West” rodeo-worthy fare was served at 17 restaurants 
participating in Rodeo Week; and while Taste of Edmonton is in the process of improving the 
general and culinary experience offered, it launched an app in 2015 intended to attract the 
younger crowd. 

Some events were unique. Stories Behind the Chopsticks - YEG Food Crawl Chinatown was a 
sold out walking tour with a meal enjoyed progressively at four eateries. The third Gluten Free 
Cravings Event was held in Sherwood Park with cooking demonstrations and booths featuring 
samples and information on gluten free alternatives at local restaurants, while the Devonian 
Botanic Garden hosted the City of Champions Mushroom Exposition which included lectures 
and tasting opportunities. Chef Blair Lebsack and Sous Chef Davino Moraiko of RGE RD joined 
other Alberta chefs at Edible Canada, a Vancouver restaurant that showcases Canadian cuisine, 
to produce a meal series featuring special Alberta ingredients. And the second Sexy Men of 
YEG calendar featured local chefs and producers in support of the Edmonton Food Bank. 

Also held outside Edmonton but within the Region were: Savour Strathcona County, an event 
that highlighted local food and dining; and two family-style outdoor suppers featuring local 
flavours, including bison, offered at Elk Island Park by Chef Brad Smoliak of Kitchen by Brad. 

■ Foods. Some notes and articles focused on a single food item, while often profiling one or 
more producers, vendors or chefs. Featured items included edible flowers; edible insects 
(Carol’s Quality Sweets, Earth’s General Store); buffalo mozzarella (Chef Daniel da Costa of Bar 
Bricco); everyday superfoods like cauliflower, cranberries, tomatoes and peppers; gluten-free 
desserts; Greek yogurt (Bles Wold, Alberta Milk, Atco Blue Flame Kitchen); barley (Taste 
Alberta); pulses (Alberta Pulse); pasta with fresh ingredients (Café Amore Bistro, Cibo Bistro, 
Wildflower, Il Pasticcio Trattoria, Zenari’s); sweet potatoes; rosemary (Kuhlmann’s Greenhouse 
Garden Market, Violino Ristorante Italiano); and meat pies (Meat Street Pies, South Island Pie 
Co., Little Jack Horner Meat Pies). 

New companies or companies launching new lines were profiled. Examples were: the OLiV 
Tasting Room, a vertically integrated company based overseas and a new store, Oil and 
Vinegar; Jacqueline Jacek’s chocolates inspired by Marie Antoinette; and savoury down-under-
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style pies by South Island Pie Company. A television episode of You Gotta Eat Here! featured 
Battista’s Calzone Company. 

A somewhat quirky topic in 2015 was whether to adopt an official city food, with green onion 
cakes and donairs up for debate. 

■ Beverages. Articles covering beverages tended to centre on beer or cocktails of one kind or 
another, with experimentation being the underlying theme. Craft beer brewing, already a trend, 
was further stimulated when the Alberta Gaming and Liquor Commission dropped its 5,000 
hectolitre production minimum for commercial brewers in 2014. Since then 10 new brewery 
licenses have been issued with 13 going through the process. This has resulted in many new 
product launches, some being tested for popularity – or prepared for special occasions and 
festivals – one cask at a time. The Edmonton Journal even has a new fortnightly column focused 
on new craft beers and beer trends. 

New flavour combinations help to distinguish summer beers (hoppy flavours, low alcohol 
content, lighter colour) from winter (darker, more malt, more alcohol). Winter beers may 
incorporate “seasonal” touches like chocolate, nuts and dark fruit, or spices like ginger, nutmeg, 
cinnamon, cardamom and star-anise. Coffee porters and coffee stouts were reported to be 
very popular. India Pale Ales (IPA) and anti-IPA brews, designed to cut down bloat and 
hangovers, each had their adherents. 

Cocktail trends varied from “mocktails” (aka “temperance” cocktails) through “low-octane” to 
“tiki cocktails” and beyond. The acceptability of lower alcohol cocktails has been fostered by 
bartenders taking these mixes seriously, vying to replicate the heavier textures and flavours with 
the use of egg whites, shrubs and home-made syrups without alcohol, or with wine, fortified 
wines, vermouth, sherry, amaro and others. At the opposite end of the spectrum were rum-
heavy creations served in ceramic mugs in new tiki bars. 

Two Edmonton chefs are producing a sour cordial based on an old apothecary recipe. Four 
flavours are used by independent cafes and restaurants in cocktails, or simply diluted with 
sparkling water. This fits right into the bar trend of using handmade and custom syrups, along 
with tinctures, bitters and extractions from local and seasonal ingredients, to create new 
cocktails. 

Manhattans, made of whiskey and vermouth, were a particular trend marking the resurgence of 
whiskey, with variants depending on the type of whiskey used – rye (the original version), 
bourbon-based, or Scotch. Manitoba-made Crown Royal was named World Whisky of the 
Year 2016 for its Northern Harvest Rye, with high concentrations of rye reported as the 
direction being taken by other distilleries as well. 

Right on trend, a fundraiser for Valor Place featured beers paired with bourbons and scotches. 

■ fresh: Edmonton’s food & urban agriculture strategy. Since fresh was approved by 
City Council in 2012, the Edmonton Food Council (EFC) was formed with the primary role of 
advising Council on matters relating to the strategy. Progress has been made that will help 
remove barriers and create opportunities for residents to cultivate and process food in urban 
areas, with the intention of encouraging economic development and environmental 
sustainability and resilience. 2015 marked the culmination of several initiatives. City Council 
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approved a zoning bylaw change with three new land-use classes (urban outdoor farms, indoor 
farms and urban gardens) that will allow more for-profit urban agriculture throughout the city; 
City Council approved an amendment to the animal licensing and control bylaw to permit 
beekeeping in the city; and similar regulation is anticipated following a pilot project on raising 
backyard hens. 

The city offers residents online support through its vacant lot inventory for urban agriculture; 
school programs like Little Green Thumbs are reported to be at capacity; educational 
agricultural programming continues at Northlands through the FarmTech Conference and 
Canadian Finals Rodeo, as well as the urban farm on its premises (e.g., chef tours).  

The jury is still out on whether Edmontonians are engaged in urban agriculture (for example, 
becoming more connected with local food and less dependent on large scale commercial 
agriculture). Early proponents of the strategy would like to see more being done to sustain and 
protect local food production, such as implementation of agricultural zones in residential 
development plans in the same way as commercial and industrial zones, or higher population 
density to satisfy for-profit development without absorbing existing agricultural land. One 
published article, which had the objective of exploring the potential of urban agriculture as a 
tool for advancing urban sustainability, concluded, “The research data reveals that despite initial 
progressive changes in municipal policy, promising innovative food system planning, in the end 
Edmonton’s city council were largely driven by a development agenda” (Hanson & Schrader 
2014). Another journal article showed, “how local food activists were able to mobilize citizens 
in support of local food and preservation of land, and were able to initiate a process linking 
land-use decisions to a food and agriculture strategy. However, the power of development 
interests and the planning process itself resulted in a strategy that was weak on preserving land 
for food, and a land development plan that preserves little land and threatens the future of 
existing food producers in the area” (Smythe, 2015). 

■ Local food supply. There were over 90 community gardens in Edmonton in 2015, up 
from 10 at its all-time low in 1989. A 2013 survey of community gardens by Sustainable Food 
Edmonton estimated that there were 31 gardeners per site and that most sites had waiting lists. 
Another change has been that while community garden popularity was imbedded in need (e.g., 
depression gardens and victory gardens during the Second World War), today’s gardens are 
also rooted in the philosophy of sustainability and the importance of not sacrificing all “good 
dirt” to development. 

Several local food suppliers were mentioned repeatedly in the media, often in association with 
donations for fundraising efforts or as participants at farmers' markets. A few urban farms were 
profiled, stressing that the scale is big and production is a focus. Reclaim Urban Farm was 
described as following the SPIN model (small plot intensive) focused on the production of 
greens as they can be closely spaced with a lot to harvest. With more space than available on 
residential lots, Lactuca, the urban farm at Northlands is producing greater diversity. Both supply 
local restaurants and sell at conveniently located farmers' markets. 

The demand for local food at restaurants was credited with sustaining lamb production at 
Tangle Ridge Ranch, a small regional farm which has plans for expansion; the 100-year old 
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Jespersen dairy farm was profiled; and, while not in the Edmonton Region, the cancellation of 
the asparagus festival at Alberta’s largest producer, Edgar Farms, also made the news.  

■ Local food market channels. New and anticipated local food market channels were 
covered. Whole Foods, a leading organic and natural food chain in the U.S., announced 
expansion plans to Edmonton for fall 2016. This will offer new opportunities for local “growers, 
suppliers, ranchers and manufacturers” who meet their needs for sustainability, animal welfare, 
community and authenticity beyond traditional organic standards. 

Earth’s General Store opened a new location downtown to cater to the needs and values of 
millennials by offering fairly priced organic food. SPUD started service bringing online ordering 
of local and organic products and a new option for residential, downtown and industrial park 
delivery to Edmonton and area. The Organic Box announced a new partnership to deliver to 
Riverbend Gardens’ CSA customers. 

124 Grand Market took over and expanded the French Quarter market, with a season 
extending (indoors) into December. There were more than 25 farmers' markets in Edmonton, 
a growth trend. In BC, withstanding a similar proliferation of farmers' markets to that 
experienced in Alberta, involved finding ways to stand out with unique services, focused 
branding, more local ingredients and promotion. Market viability was linked to understanding 
customers, generating sales data and interpreting and acting on the trends uncovered. Credible 
economic impact data helped attract sponsors. 

■ The Edmonton’s Food Bank. The food bank was in the news due to a 14% two-year 
increase in demand for food hampers in mid-2015, which grew to a 22% 12-month increase by 
year end. Edmonton’s Food Bank took the opportunity to raise awareness about food insecurity 
and the need for government to address the underlying issues and drivers behind the rising 
trend. Donation drives were even more critical than usual as shelves emptied with increased 
demand at the food bank and on campus at the University of Alberta (UofA). More than 1,100 
events are co-ordinated annually to raise food, funds and awareness about hunger in the 
community.  

A 2014 study of food banks in five Canadian cities, including Edmonton, concluded, “Despite 
their extensive history, food banks in Canada remain dependent on donations and volunteers, 
with available resources quickly exhausted in the face of agencies' efforts to more fully meet 
clients' needs. Food banks have limited capacity to respond to the needs of those who seek 
assistance.” 

Another study published in 2014 reviewed the contents of food hampers distributed at the 
UofA Campus Food Bank and found them deficient in nutrients present in perishable products 
(fresh fruits, vegetables, dairy and meat products). There are approximately 100 suppliers of 
perishable food to Edmonton’s Food Bank; the public have also been encouraged to “Plant a 
Row, Grow a Row” since 1997 (a program which encourages people to grow and enjoy 
produce for their own tables, donate what they cannot use and plant an extra row of root 
vegetables for the Food Bank), but statistics on quantities received are not released. 
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PUBLISHED ARTICLES, REPORTS AND PAPERS 

Each article or publication related to local food in Edmonton is discussed briefly below, highlighting 
relevant research and findings. Also included are materials published by Edmonton-based 
researchers in the past three years, addressing a widely divergent array of food-related topics or 
with food-related implications. 
 
 
fresh: Edmonton’s food & urban agriculture strategy 

■ City of Edmonton. (Last accessed Jan 2016) Food and urban agriculture (web page) 
http://www.edmonton.ca/city_government/urban_planning_and_design/food-and-urban-
agriculture.aspx  

■ City of Edmonton. (Oct 2012) fresh: Edmonton’s food & urban agriculture strategy. 

■ City of Edmonton. (Sep 26 2012) City-wide food & urban agriculture strategy: Public Opinion 
survey report. 

■ City of Edmonton. (Oct 19 2012) fresh: Edmonton’s food & urban agriculture strategy. Fresh 
feedback survey report. 

■ City of Edmonton. (October 2012) City-wide food & urban agriculture strategy. Public open 
houses.  

■ Greater Toronto Area Clean Air Council. (Jun 2011) Local food procurement actions and reports 
scan. (The way we eat: Creating a vibrant and sustainable local food economy – a report by the 
Greater Edmonton Alliance, 2009) 

■ Toma & Bouma Management Consultants. (Jan 2010) Integrating food production in an urban 
environment: An exploration of issues pertaining to NE Edmonton. 

 
The genesis of this strategy was the City of Edmonton’s 2010 Municipal Development Plan which, 
despite research and lobbying, contained “not a word printed about urban agriculture sustainability 
or food security.” (Morgan/Avenue 2015). Further lobbying for a city food policy resulted in the 
formation of an advisory committee comprised of 15 stakeholders and experts in agriculture, food 
systems, economic, community and land development, supported by project consultants and City 
staff, to develop a City-Wide Food and Urban Agriculture Strategy. 
  
Following very extensive consultation that involved citizen panels, stakeholder group meetings and a 
landowner survey, a conference, public opinion survey and public open houses, as well as a report 
on local food opportunities and an agriculture inventory and assessment (documents for only some 
of which are currently accessible), fresh: Edmonton’s Food and Agriculture Strategy, was developed by 
the advisory committee.  
 
The vision driving the strategy was aligned with key City plans. The strategic goal statement from 
the City’s principal planning document, The Way We Grow, was adopted as the vision statement: 
“Edmonton has a resilient food and agriculture system that contributes to the local economy and 
the overall cultural, financial, social, and environmental sustainability of the city.” 

http://www.edmonton.ca/city_government/urban_planning_and_design/food-and-urban-
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Using the food system as a guide, five goals were identified as a foundation for the Strategy. These 
were: 
 
 A stronger, more vibrant local economy 

 A healthier, more food secure community 

 Healthier ecosystems 

 Less energy, emissions and waste 

 More vibrant, attractive and unique places 

 
Each goal encompassed several objectives, which resolved into nine strategic directions that form 
the basis of action for the strategy. The strategic directions were: 
 

1. Establish the Edmonton Food Council (EFC) 

2. Provide food skill education and information 

3. Expand urban agriculture 

4. Develop local food infrastructure capacity 

5. Grow local food supply and demand 

6. Enliven the public realm through a diversity of food activities 

7. Treat food waste as a resource 

8. Support urban farmers and ecological approaches to farming 

9. Integrate land use for agriculture 

 
The strategic directions each contained several recommendations to help realize the vision and 
goals, taking advantage of the strong relationships, assets and opportunities that already existed in 
Edmonton. 
 
fresh was not conceived as an endpoint, but a starting point, with implementation occurring over 
time, guided by the EFC, its partnerships, new research and resources. The strategy simply set 
directions for moving forward. Example metrics for each goal and objective were included for 
evaluating success. However, the advisory committee was also insistent that success be determined 
at a qualitative, story-telling level: “We’ll know our strategy is working if our citizens tell us they have 
good access to fresh local foods, if we see prime farmland has been protected, if people who work 
in the local food sector are succeeding, if farmers’ markets and neighbourhood food activities are 
vibrant, if the great diversity of our culture is represented in the foods we buy, cook and eat and if 
our new neighbourhoods grow and evolve in harmony with a strong food and urban agriculture 
heritage. This is what success will look like.” 
 
To date, there have been no formal evaluations of progress by the City or the EFC. The 
accomplishments (formation of the EFC, a zoning bylaw change to enable more urban agriculture 
activities throughout the city, permission of bee-keeping and a backyard hens pilot project) as 
shown on the City’s website and anecdotal evidence of growth were described earlier. Research 
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articles, which take a more critical view, were also discussed earlier (Smythe, 2015, Hanson and 
Schrader, 2014). 
 
 
■ Haoluan Wang, Brent M. Swallow. (2015) Using a Choice Experiment to Assess the Multiple 

Values of Land in Agricultural Uses in a Peri-urban Area: An Application to Edmonton, Canada. 
Selected Poster prepared for presentation at the 2015 Agricultural and Applied Economics 
Association and Western Agricultural Economics Association Joint Annual Meeting, San 
Francisco, CA, July 26-28.  

 
As a result of rapid population growth and economic development, some of the province’s most 
productive farmland has been converted to residential and industrial development. Despite the 
historic rates of conversion and the policy attention it prompted, little research had been conducted 
to examine what values were being lost. This study was undertaken to assess the multiple values of 
land in agricultural uses in the Alberta Capital Region. 
 
The objectives of the study were to: 
 
 Estimate values that residents in the region place on conserving land in different agricultural 

uses;  

 Explore the links between those values and residents’ affinity with different ecosystem 
goods and services; and  

 Identify areas and strategies that are of particular interest to the public for conservation in 
agricultural uses. 

 
Based on input from three group discussions with experts, the context, scope and objectives of the 
empirical study were defined. An online panel survey of residents of the region was conducted 
(n=320) that included respondent attitudes to conservation and an attribute-based choice 
experiment.  
 
The results help to identify agricultural regions of outstanding conservation values to the general 
public so that they can be protected against future land conversion. They include: 
 
 Land adjacent to conservation buffers was generally preferred for conservation in 

agricultural uses relative to land adjacent to primary highways.  

 Higher values were placed on land within a 10-kilometer buffer from currently developed 
land than on land within city limits.  

 Regarding agricultural uses, livestock grazing on native pasture had the highest values, with 
hay land ranking second. Values for commercial vegetable farms varied; residents who do 
not typically get food from farmers’ markets, community gardens or farms had the lowest 
willingness to pay (WTP) for vegetable farms.  

 Women placed considerably higher value on farmland conservation than men. Place of 
residence (Edmonton vs. surrounding counties) did not make a difference. 
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 Concerns for local food production, water purification and air quality were the top reasons 
for conserving land in agricultural uses. 

 
Further research is being planned. 
 
 
Food deserts 

■ Haoluan Wang, Brent M. Swallow, Feng Qiu. (2015) The Mirage of Food Deserts: Disparities 
between Stated and Revealed Results. Selected Poster prepared for presentation at the 2015 
Agricultural and Applied Economics Association and Western Agricultural Economics 
Association Joint Annual Meeting, San Francisco, CA, July 26-28. 

■ Amie Filkow, Cornerstone. (Accessed Sep 2015) Justyna Jalosinski did what was expected of her 
– until a research opportunity challenged her to do more. https://uofa.ualberta.ca/giving/giving-
news/2016/january/water-in-the-desert 

■ Haoluan Wang, Feng Qiu, Brent Swallow. (2014) Can community gardens and farmers' markets 
relieve food desert problems? A study of Edmonton, Canada. Applied Geography 55:127-137. 

■ Feng Qiu. (2014) Community gardens and farmers’ markets can help to relieve food deserts, but not 
for an entire city. http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/usappblog/2014/12/19/community-gardens-and-farmers-
markets-can-help-to-relieve-food-deserts-but-nor-for-an-entire-city/  

 
These studies build on previous research on food deserts (lacking access to affordable nutritious 
food, typically a populated urban low-income area with limited access – more than one kilometre 
away – to full-service supermarkets) and their adverse effects on dietary behaviours and health 
outcomes. The identification of the location of food deserts would benefit city planning decisions. 
 
Two methods of researching the issue have been used. One, applied in the two studies published in 
the last couple of years, involves the use of spatial analysis (minimum distance of the neighbourhood 
to the nearest supermarket) overlaid with GIS data on neighbourhood characteristics (e.g., 
population density, median income). The other involves asking residents about shopping behaviour 
and constraints on food purchase or fresh food access. One of the reported studies compared the 
results of the two approaches. In part, the results showed that: 
 
 The farther respondents live from a supermarket and the longer they spend travelling there, 

the more likely they are to consider their neighbourhoods to be food deserts. 

 Very few who answered that they live in food desert neighbourhoods actually did so 
according to spatial analysis results; most who thought they did not, responded consistently 
with the GIS data. 

 Access to private vehicles and income appeared to contribute to disparities between the 
methods. 

 

https://uofa.ualberta.ca/giving/giving-
http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/usappblog/2014/12/19/community-gardens-and-farmers-
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There has been growing interest in the literature regarding the 
role of community gardens and farmers' markets as potential 
solutions to food deserts. The Edmonton study used spatial 
analysis to define eight food deserts in the city (diagram 
extracted from Figure 6, Wang, Qui and Swallow, 2014) and 
overlaid the map with the locations of 96 supermarkets, 61 
community gardens and 17 farmers' markets (2011 data). Their 
neighbourhood analysis also incorporated demographic and 
socio-economic characteristics. The results showed that, 
“community gardens and farmers' markets can improve fresh 
food accessibility and help relieve food desert problems to some 
extent, especially for mature, inner-suburban neighbourhoods. 
However, based on the minimum road network distance and 
high need indicators, four neighbourhoods throughout the city 
can still be considered as food deserts even after farmers' markets and community gardens are 
taken into consideration. Regression results reveal that community gardens tend to cluster with 
supermarkets, so that neighbourhoods that have poor access to supermarkets also tend to have 
limited access to community gardens.”  
 
Implications relevant to the City strategy fresh were described as follows:   
 
 “Edmonton's eight food deserts are not clustered in the inner city, but rather are scattered 

across the inner suburban parts of the city. A one-size-fits-all approach will not be 
appropriate to address those problems.  

 The areas of the city with poorest access to supermarkets, the periphery and southwest 
parts of the city, tend also to be areas of relatively high income and relatively good access 
to private transport. Within those neighbourhoods, there are bound to be individuals and 
families, particularly seniors, with greater need. Targeted approaches, such as Meals on 
Wheels programs or retail home delivery services may be appropriate to address those 
needs. Private grocery companies may also see new market opportunities that also improve 
food access. 

 Among the 17 farmers' markets that currently operate in Edmonton one was located to 
address food desert concerns, but the potential benefits are not yet fully effective from a 
social benefit perspective. The City of Edmonton could take a more proactive approach to 
support farmers' markets in the food deserts in the northeast and southeast of the city and 
the areas of poor supermarket access in the peripheries and southwest.  

 The City of Edmonton could further expand the network of community gardens by making 
it easier for new and existing community groups to access vacant land, public and private 
land in the city. Expanding community gardens will not be a cure-all for the food desert 
problem per se, but will help to increase access and produce a range of other social 
benefits for participants.” 
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Sustainable consumption 

■ Emily Huddart Kennedy, Naomi Krogman, Harvey Krahn. (2013) Sustainable Consumption and 
the importance of neighbourhood: A central city/suburb comparison. Canadian Journal of 
Sociology, 38:3:359-383. 

 
This study applied urban and environmental sociological theory to survey data on self-reported 
sustainable consumption practices, using a matched sample of central city and suburban residents in 
Edmonton. Cluster analysis was used to create a typology of four types of consumers, and logistic 
regression to predict the net effect of urban and neighbourhood context on sustainable 
consumption practices.  
 
The variables used addressed many different aspects of living a sustainable lifestyle, including food 
consumption as measured by the statements “Buy local food” and “Eat food you or friends/family 
grew.” Significant differences were found between some of the clusters on the food variables, 
notably with the Mainstream Consumer cluster (which was low on all measures), providing 
particularly low ratings on the consumption of home-grown food; and Material Greens (who had a 
propensity to buy green products without seeking to reduce the overall amount they consume and 
were more likely to make cost-intensive choices) had a higher propensity to buy local food. 
 
The researchers found that neighbourhood and environmental attitude were the strongest 
predictors of sustainable consumption practices, and argued that many sustainable activities are 
more difficult to incorporate into daily routine when residing in a suburban neighbourhood. 
 
 
Food systems planning 

■ Jessica Wegener, Mark Seasons and Kim D. Raine. (2013) Shifting from Vision to Reality: 
Perspectives on Regional Food Policies and Food System Planning Barriers at the Local Level. 
Canadian Journal of Urban Research, 22:1, Supplement pp. 93-112. 

 
Continuing the theme of the need to take food systems into consideration when planning at the 
local (or provincial or regional) level, this study notes that policy development in Canada lags 
behind the U.S., hindered by resource constraints, political will, a lack of the “organization’s 
intersection with food issues” and trained staff. Current policies and practices that may be hindering 
supportive local planning activity were investigated using Waterloo Region as a case study. The 
Region is at the forefront of food systems policy making and planning and as of 2012 was the only 
regional municipality in Canada to adopt prescriptive food system planning policies. 
 
Based on key stakeholder interviews (n=47), gaps were revealed in regional food system planning 
and policy coordination and in food system planning regulation and provincial food planning 
legislation. Legacy, industry and governance barriers were identified as challenges. The identification 
of barriers to food-related planning was seen to provide important opportunities to improve food 
access at the local level. 
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■ Jessica Wegener, Kim D. Raine and Rhona M. Hanning. (2012) Insights into the Government’s 
Role in Food System Policy Making: Improving Access to Healthy, Local Food Alongside Other 
Priorities. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health, 9:4103-4121. 

 
This paper also examines the Waterloo Region as a case study, identifying “what works” with 
respect to facilitating access to healthy, local food through regional food system policy making. It 
was based on the premise that governments have an important role to play in creating healthy 
public policies and supportive environments to facilitate access to safe, affordable, nutritious food.  
 
The abstract continues: “Policy and planning approaches were explored through multi-sectoral 
perspectives of: (a) the development and adoption of food policies as part of the comprehensive 
planning process; (b) barriers to food system planning; and (c) the role and motivation of the 
Region’s public health and planning departments in food system policy making. Forty-seven in-depth 
interviews with decision makers, experts in public health and planning, and local food system 
stakeholders provided rich insight into strategic government actions, as well as the local and 
historical context within which food system policies were developed. Grounded theory methods 
were used to identify key overarching themes including: “strategic positioning,” “partnerships” and 
“knowledge transfer” and related sub-themes (“aligned agendas,” “issue framing,” “visioning” and 
“legitimacy”). A conceptual framework to illustrate the process and features of food system policy 
making is presented and can be used as a starting point to engage multi-sectoral stakeholders in 
plans and actions to facilitate access to healthy food.” 
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■ Hannah Wittman, Mary Beckie, Chris Hergesheimer. (2012) Linking Local Food Systems and 
the Social Economy? Future Roles for Farmers’ Markets in Alberta and British Columbia. Rural 
Sociology, 77:1:36-61. 

 
The study reported here links to the food systems planning theme by examining the potential of 
farmers’ markets to play a catalyst role in linking alternative local food systems to the social 
economy in western Canada. 
 
Using the Delphi method to elicit perspectives from farmers’ market vendors, market managers and 
policy and government representatives in Alberta and British Columbia, the authors found that, 
“negotiations over the definition of local food systems, the dynamics of supply and demand 
relationships and perceptions of “authenticity” affect the positionality of farmers’ markets in relation 
to other marketing channels within regional food systems.” The inquiry looked at ways to scale up 
local food systems beyond current limits without compromising the “authentic experience” offered 
by farmers’ markets. Local and regional branding, stimulating consumer demand, and improved 
coordination emerged as the top strategies. 
 
In the face of reluctance to embrace public procurement, contract growing, pooling arrangements 
and regional clustering, in part due to concerns about weakening the links between producers and 
consumers, threatening values of authenticity and inclusion, education and economic advantages 
offered through farmers’ markets and other forms of direct marketing, the study concluded that 
there was a need for further research. This should explore synergies between the principles and 
practices of the social economy and community investment in scaling up the physical infrastructure 
of local food marketing and distribution, as part of the ongoing effort to develop a more sustainable 
and socially just food system. 
 
 

■ Brenda Frick, Gunta Vitins, Rochelle Eisen, Merin Oleschuk and Becky Lipton. (2012) Local Food 
Supply Chains in Alberta: Case Studies from the Saskatoon, Potato and Lamb Sectors. Prepared for 
Alberta Agriculture and Forestry. 

 
This exploratory study examined various aspects of local food supply chains in Alberta, as 
exemplified by saskatoons, potatoes and lamb. For each product, mainstream supply chains that sell 
to major retail outlets, intermediated supply chains that involve intermediaries such as buying clubs, 
bakeries, restaurants or other businesses that sell to consumers, and direct supply chains where the 
producer sells directly to the consumer, were considered. 
 
Interviews with producers and their supply chains, as well as secondary data from the sectors, 
described the movement of food from farms to consumers in nine supply chains. Case studies 
highlighted differences in the producer share, the food miles and the fuel efficiency of various supply 
chains, as well as the challenges and benefits to producers and the benefits to the local communities 
they supported. 
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Key findings included the following:  
 
 The potential for saskatoons is high, especially for value-added products; however, 

processing infrastructure is outside the province. 

 Table potatoes are a keystone product, but not a reliable money maker. 

 Demand exceeds supply for lamb; scale up requires both more volume and consistent high 
quality. 

 Direct supply chains provide entrepreneurial opportunities and allow for more control over 
operations. Food miles are low, but fuel efficiency may not be high. 

 Intermediated supply chains can be highly dependent on relationships and a high quality 
differentiated product. 

 Mainstream supply chains provide high volume, and in most circumstances delivered the 
lowest consumer pricing. Producers have little control over their gross receipts. 

 Profitability is situational. In most cases, success was dependent on a good economic 
situation and sometimes a differentiated product or service. 

 Local businesses bring benefit to the community in a variety of economic and social 
functions. 

 Economies of scale improved the fuel efficiency when large volumes of product were 
transported. 

 No one supply chain provided a clear advantage. Producers were likely to use different 
supply chains at different stages of their operation, and to use multiple supply chains at a 
time. The success of a supply chain was dependent on location, opportunity, commitment 
and potential increase in net return. 

 Supply chains developed into value chains when participants were highly committed to the 
relationship. 

 
 
Traditional food skills 

■ Jennifer Braun and Mary A. Beckie. (May 2014) Against the odds: The survival of traditional 
food knowledge in a rural Albertan community. Canadian Food Studies 1:1:54-71. 

 
Abstract: The globalization and industrialization of the agri-food system has been linked to declining 
knowledge and skills in the general population related to growing, preserving and cooking food. In 
rural communities, loss of this knowledge and associated culture and traditions has been further 
exacerbated by depopulation due to outmigration and the subsequent erosion of social and 
physical infrastructure. Counter to this trend of food deskilling, however, are the efforts of 
individuals who are actively working to maintain and perpetuate traditional food practices. The 
purpose of this research was to understand what factors motivate and enable the preservation of 
gardening, cooking and canning skills among a group of women and their children in a small rural 
community in Alberta. Qualitative research methods were used to gather relevant data, which were 
analysed using a social practice theoretical lens. Findings from this study revealed four conditions 
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influencing the continuation of these social practices among the research participants: the 
experience and history of scarcity; normative expectations; a close connection to family; and, 
development of a community of practice. This study illustrates the relevance of a social practice 
framework for examining food knowledge and skills, and points to the potential of this approach for 
understanding and promoting pro-environmental behaviour and sustainable consumption in the 
food system. 
 
 
Trust in food safety 

■ Yulian Ding, Michele M. Veeman, Wiktor L. Adamowicz. (2013) The influence of trust on 
consumer behavior: An application to recurring food risks in Canada. Journal of Economic 
Behavior & Organization, 92:214-223. 

 
This case study examined the influence of trust on consumers’ reactions to recurring food safety 
incidents, namely the first three Canadian bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE) cases. It used 
Nielsen Homescan Canadian consumer panel data on household meat purchases and responses to 
questions on trust asked of the sampled households. The results showed, “trust had no impact on 
households’ reactions to the initial BSE event, but did play a significant role in mitigating the negative 
impact of the second pair of BSE cases on beef expenditure shares for the appreciable group of 
trusting households.” 
 
 
Geo-thermal energy … for greenhouses 

■ Simon Weides, Inga Moeck, Doug Schmitt and Jacek Majorowicz. (2015) Geothermal 
Assessment of Paleozoic Aquifers in the Central Alberta Basin, Canada. Proceedings World 
Geothermal Congress 2015, Melbourne, Australia, 19-25 April. 

 
In this collaboration between the Helmholtz Association of German Research Centres and the 
University of Alberta, two focus regions were studied in the Alberta Basin, around the City of 
Edmonton in central Alberta and in northwestern Alberta around the town of Peace River. 
Extension and thickness of potential geothermal target formations was investigated by 3D structural 
geological modelling and geostatistical methods were applied to analyse the distribution of porosity, 
permeability and temperature within these formations.  
 
The results focused on potential power production from geothermal heat and concluded, 
“Considering the climatic conditions in Alberta with its long and cold winter season, the 
temperature range between 60-90°C of hydrothermal resources seems to be efficient in highly 
populated areas with high heat demand as the metropolitan region of Edmonton, remote areas in 
northern Canada where fuel for heating needs to be transported by helicopters, or generally in 
Canada to grow local food in greenhouses.” 
 


